Unfolding relational spaces of environmental governance (Re-)producing sustainable forest management and certification between European core markets and northern resource peripheries by Albrecht, Moritz
Unfolding relational spaces of 
environmental governance: 
(Re-)producing sustainable forest management 
and certification between European core markets 
and northern resource peripheries.
Dissertations in Social Sciences and Business Studies No 54
Moritz Albrecht
Unfolding relational 
spaces of environmental 
governance: 
(Re-)producing sustainable forest management 
and certification between European core markets 
and northern resource peripheries.
Publications of the University of Eastern Finland
Dissertations in Social Sciences and Business Studies
No 54
Itä-Suomen yliopisto
Yhteiskuntatieteiden ja kauppatieteiden tiedekunta
Joensuu
2013
Juvenes Print - Tampereen Yliopistopaino Oy
Tampere, 2013
Sarjan vastaava toimittaja: Sonja Kärkkäinen
Myynti: Itä-Suomen yliopiston kirjasto
ISBN: 978-952-61-1068-4
ISSN: 1798-5749
ISSNL: 1798-5749
ISBN: 978-952-61-1069-1 (PDF)
ISSN: 1798-5757 (PDF)
 
Albrecht, Moritz
Unfolding relational spaces of environmental governance: (Re-)producing sus-
tainable forest management and certification between European core markets and 
northern resource peripheries. 84 p.
University of Eastern Finland
Faculty of Social Sciences and Business Studies, 2013
Publications of the University of Eastern Finland,
Dissertations in Social Sciences and Business Studies, no 54
ISBN: 978-952-61-1068-4
ISSN: 1798-5749
ISSNL: 1798-5749
ISBN: 978-952-61-1069-1 (PDF)
ISSN: 1798-5757 (PDF)
Dissertation
AbStrAct
This dissertation studies transnational, environmental governance spaces exempli-
fied by means of forest certification and its surrounding discourses from a European 
perspective. While forest certification and forest governance in general are often 
portrayed as increasingly privatized and market-driven, the study highlights the 
relational characteristics of governance processes. Thus, to counter simplified, hi-
erarchical accounts of environmental governance this study develops a concept of 
relational space of environmental forest governance to portray governance as part 
of a space which is (re-)produced by heterogeneous sets of relations, knowledge net-
works and the positionalities and rationalities of its entities. The forest certification 
systems and affiliated debates concerning their ability to achieve sustainable forest 
management demonstrate how environmental aspects and knowledge are negoti-
ated, (re-)produced and promoted based on the spatiality of various entities. While 
most of these relational processes nevertheless take place in close interaction with 
the supply chains, this approach highlights the importance of perceived external 
relations to (re-)produce governance spaces. The empirical part of the study rests 
on five qualitative case studies conducted along the core market–resource periph-
ery relations of forest products between central Europe, specifically Germany, and 
Finland. The dissertation presents how the various positionalities of entities, such as 
environmental organizations, companies, political institutions and actors practicing 
forestry (re-)produce their rationalities, modes of knowledge production and distri-
bution concerning forest certification. It highlights the core-periphery relations of 
forest governance and indicates the importance of local peculiarities, be it in the core 
markets or the resource peripheries, to influence governance processes. While the 
study focuses on environmental forest governance spaces, it provides a conceptual 
framework to study other modes of environmental or natural resource governance. 
Key words: environmental governance, relational space, sustainable forest man-
agement, Governmentality, Germany-Finland.
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Väitöskirja
AbStrAkti
Tutkimus käsittelee ylikansallisen ympäristönhallinnan tilan ja paikan käsitteitä 
metsäsertifiointia ja siihen liittyviä eurooppalaisia diskursseja esimerkkeinä käyt-
täen. Metsäsertifiointi ja metsien hallinta kuvataan usein yksityistämiskehityksen 
ja markkinaistumisen kautta, mutta tämä tutkimus korostaa hallintaprosessien 
relaationaalista luonnetta. Yksinkertaistettujen hierarkkisten ympäristöhallinnan 
kuvausten sijasta tutkimus esittelee ympäristöllisen metsien hallinnan relaatio-
naalisen tilan käsitteen. Sillä kuvataan hallintaa tilan tuottamisena, joka syntyy 
heterogeenisen suhdekimpun, tiedon verkostojen sekä erilaisten entiteettien po-
sitionalisuuksien ja rationaliteettien yhteisvaikutuksesta. Metsäsertifioinnin jär-
jestelmät ja keskustelut niiden kyvystä saavuttaa kestävä metsätalous, osoittavat 
kuinka ympäristönäkökohtia ja –tietoa tuotetaan, uusinnetaan ja edistetään eri 
entiteettien välisissä spatiaalisissa suhteissa. Vaikka suurin osa näistä relationaa-
lisista prosesseista tapahtuukin läheisessä vuorovaikutuksessa hankintaketjun 
kanssa, lähestymistapa korostaa ulkoisiksi koettujen suhteiden merkitystä hallin-
tatilojen tuottamisessa ja uusintamisessa. Tutkimuksen empiirinen osio pohjautuu 
viiteen kvalitatiiviseen tapaustutkimukseen, joiden teemoina ovat metsätuottei-
den ydinmarkkinoiden ja resurssiperiferian suhteet, joita tarkastellaan pääasias-
sa Keski-Euroopan, erityisesti Saksan ja Suomen välisenä vuorovaikutuksena. 
Väitöskirja esittelee, kuinka sellaisten entiteettien kuten ympäristöjärjestöjen, 
yritysten, hallintoelinten ja metsätalouden toimijoiden positionaalisuudet muok-
kaavat näiden sertifiointia koskevia rationaliteetteja sekä tiedon tuotannon ja le-
vittämisen muotoja. Tutkimus korostaa metsien hallinnan ydin-periferia suhteita. 
Se osoittaa myös paikallisten ominaispiirteiden huomioimisen tärkeyden, oli kyse 
sitten ydinmarkkinoista tai resurssiperiferioista, jos halutaan vaikuttaa hallinnan 
prosesseihin. Vaikka tutkimus kohdentuu ympäristöllisen metsien hallinnan ti-
lakäsitteiseen, se tarjoaa teoreettisen viitekehyksen laajemminkin ympäristö- tai 
luonnonvarahallinnan käytäntöjen tutkimiselle.
Avainsanat: Ympäristöhallinta, relationaalinen tila, kestävä metsänhoito, hallin-
tomentaliteetti, Saksa-Suomi
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1 Introduction
In a society oriented towards consumption, with economic growth and devel-
opment as a main guiding factor, pressure on natural resources through their 
increasing utilization and exploitation is constantly rising. Since many accom-
panying problems of these developments have been acknowledged and voiced 
in the discourses on global climate change, loss of biodiversity or deforestation 
of primary forests, calls for a more sustainable management of natural resources 
have emerged. Thus, new modes of natural resource governance are emerging 
and promoted to achieve aims of sustainable development and management. My 
dissertation and its five related case studies (articles I-V) tap into these debates 
in regard to environmental forest governance and focus on forest certification 
as a way to achieve sustainable forest management (SFM). Since many studies 
regard forest certification in itself primarily as a mode of market-driven govern-
ance (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Haufler, 2003; Cashore et al., 2004; Meidinger, 2011), this 
dissertation follows a relational approach to unfold governance spaces and their 
processes from a more inclusive perspective (Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006).
With this general purpose in mind, the study employs the debate over the 
two major, global forest certification systems from a European perspective. It, 
however, refrains from evaluating the question of ‘good’ or ‘bad’ governance but 
approaches the topic through a theoretical approach which aims to highlight the 
relationality, multiplicity and heterogeneity of governance processes. Thus, how 
are the relations that link various entities to each other able to (re-)produce such 
new governance spaces which aim to achieve an improved, sustainable man-
agement of natural resources? Of utmost importance for modes of sustainable 
resource governance is the definition of sustainable practices (cf. Hudson, 2005). 
The social co-construction of nature (e.g. Castree & Braun 2001) along with the 
contested character of knowledge must be taken into account and often result in 
discourses about ‘truth’ claims (cf. Lemke, 2001). Co-construction in this case is 
understood as the multiplicity of nature-society relations in terms of sustainable 
forest nature, and the (re-)production of its spaces (see also Murdoch 2001, 2006). 
Hence, the role of knowledge and ‘truth’ claims concerning various practices 
to achieve SFM lie at the heart of its governance processes. I therefore adopt 
Foucault’s (1991a, 1991b) concept of governmentality with its focus on rationali-
ties, regimes of practices and governmental technologies (cf. Burchell et al., 1991; 
Dean, 2010). Rationalities enable the entities involved to grasp the sphere in need 
of governing, while regimes of practice, based on their rationalities employ cer-
tain technologies to render them practicable (Foucault, 1991c; Gordon, 1991; Miller 
& Rose 2008). Regimes of practice are thereby regarded as a more or less stable set 
of entities longing to direct governance towards certain ends. For the purpose of 
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this study, in respect to environmental forest governance and SFM, forest certifi-
cation systems are utilized as an illustrative example of governance technologies 
to achieve SFM. This focus on the (re-)production of knowledge networks and 
varying rationalities of entities provides an important insight into governance 
processes such as choosing one management/certification system over another 
and to promote new or defend current practices of forest management. 
This being a geographical analysis of governance processes the main focus, 
however, is on the relationality of governance spaces. Due to the fact that wood-
based products are a globally traded commodity and core-periphery relations 
between markets and resource areas play a major role in forest governance, the 
relational character of spatialities shape these governance spaces and their enti-
ties. As Allen (2009, 206) points out, the concern of such topologies is “...with 
how the global is folded into the local...,” and so the dissertation is set under 
the title Unfolding Relational Spaces of Environmental Governance. The subsequent 
utilization of the term ‘environmental forest governance’ highlights the focus on 
environmental aspects of forestry, dealt with by this study in its empirical cases. 
Thus, since the focus is on aspects of forest certification and environmental issues 
related to forestry the adjective ‘environmental’ clarifies that orientation in op-
position to forest governance as a whole. Hence, the study is concerned with how 
the integration of environmental aspects into forest governance (re-)produces the 
space under examination. The omission of the term ‘forest’ in the title reflects the 
aim of this study to provide knowledge on how processes are also applicable to 
other realms of environmental governance. While space is considered from a re-
lational perspective, (re-)produced by its constant becoming through the interac-
tion of its relations (e.g. Massey, 2005, Murdoch, 2006), governance processes must 
be regarded as relational as well. This leads to the main question of this disserta-
tion: how environmental forest governance processes are performed through the 
(re-)production of relational space. In other words, my aim is to present these (re)
production processes to support a relational space of environmental forest gov-
ernance in Europe. These relations include knowledge transfer, values of place/
forestry or other sociospatial aspects as well as biophysical properties which are 
experienced, perceived or linked to a certain entity (cf. Sheppard, 2002; Massey, 
2005; Murdoch, 2006). Aside from the temporal nature of relations, they (re-)pro-
duce the spaces to be governed, such as the debates on increasing sustainability 
in forest management which will be discussed below.
Debates on SFM and forestry practices must take into account the transnation-
al character of the forest trade itself, often entailing core-periphery relations (e.g. 
Cashore, 2002; Hayter et al., 2003; Stringer, 2006; article I). Core-periphery relations 
in regard to this dissertation and the evaluated relational space of environmen-
tal forest governance are the interlinkages between European core markets and 
Northern European resource-peripheries. Based on their high import quantities 
of wood-based products, countries such as Germany, the United Kingdom, France 
or the Netherlands are treated as the former, while based on the high export share 
of their national production capacity, countries like Finland, Sweden and parts of 
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Russia are considered the latter. In addition, protest campaigns, chiefly by envi-
ronmental focused non-governmental organizations (NGO), in the core markets 
of wood-based products, regarding unsustainable forest practices in the boreal 
and tropical resource peripheries are considered the initiating factor of forest 
certification systems in general (Cashore et al., 2004; article I, II). Thus, they are 
an important aspect in the relational space of environmental forest governance 
discussed in this dissertation and its related articles.
To grasp the relationality of the entities involved within these core-periphery 
relations of transnational environmental forest governance I employ the concept 
of positionality (e.g. Sheppard, 2002; Leitner et al., 2008). Positionality, based on 
the heterogeneous nature of relational space, thus the aspect that every entity is 
embedded into a differing set of relations, reflects this specific position of enti-
ties in space (Sheppard, 2002; Leitner et al., 2008; article II). The positionalities of 
entities highlight relations important to the conduct of governance since they can 
entail enabling as well as marginalizing properties (cf. Massey, 2005). Concerning 
forest certification as a governmental technology, positionalities are considered to 
shape decision-making, promotion practices or knowledge production and distri-
bution as they are (re-)produced by the relations of entities and at the same time 
(re-)produce the relational space of environmental forest governance. Hence, the 
discourse surrounding the two major global forest certification systems is utilized 
in this study to exemplify the relational characteristics of environmental govern-
ance per se, to present its hybrid, heterogeneous processes and to put forth an 
improved, theoretical understanding of environmental governance in general.
To return to some practical aspects of this dissertation, the theoretical ap-
proach of this study as well as its related empirical data have been developed 
and gathered in the context of a series of five consecutive qualitative case studies 
along the core-periphery wood supply chains (e.g. Fig. 2, articles I-V). All case 
studies were part of and conducted in the research project Transnationalization 
of Forest Governance funded by the Academy of Finland from 2008-2011. The aim 
of the research project was to evaluate new modes and develop an improved, 
theoretical understanding of transnational forest governance processes. This 
underlying target also contributes to the rather theoretical approach followed 
by my dissertation. Furthermore, the writing up process of this summary and 
some of the article revisions were carried out in the follow-up research project, 
Developing Bioenergy Governance” 2011-2014, supported by the strategic funding of 
the University of Eastern Finland.
Following the introduction and a short digression on forest certification the re-
search process of this study is presented and entails a detailed description on the 
research tasks and methods, data collection and the empirical cases. This section 
also provides the reader with a short summary of each of the single case studies. 
However, concerning the general structure of this article-based dissertation and 
the summary preceding the articles, I advise the readers to first familiarize them-
selves with at least some of the empirical findings in the articles as they will pro-
vide an enhanced understanding and a larger pool of empirical examples which 
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will at the same time facilitate the understanding of the summary. Section three 
then conceptualizes the theoretical vocabulary and context utilized throughout 
the study, beginning with the conceptualizations of space itself and its relational 
attributes due to its primary role in the study. The order has been chosen based on 
the assessed role of these concepts in regard to this study: foremost is relational 
space as an overarching concept; second is environmental governance in regard 
to the topics of the empirical cases and, finally, knowledge networks framed by 
governmentality.
The main section of this dissertation is concerned with the un-folding of the 
relational spaces being examined. It merges the core concepts such as relational 
space, the positionalities of its actors, governmentality and aspects of knowledge 
production with processes in forest governance derived from the case studies. 
For the sake of clarity I decided to divide this section into two main parts. Firstly, 
with a focus on knowledge networks and their stakes in the (re-)production of re-
lational space and, secondly, by highlighting the positionalities of the entities and 
their role at play in governance processes. While these topics must be regarded 
as mutually constitutive I regard their separate yet interlinked presentation as 
supporting the understanding of the debate at hand. Moving from one aspect of 
positionality and its relations, namely the involved knowledge networks, to the 
wider aspects and spatialities of positionality I see this to enable an enhanced 
understanding of the general processes of the (re-)production of relational space. 
Finally, the conclusion expresses the results of this dissertation in a twofold man-
ner: first, in terms of the empirical findings based on forest certification in rela-
tion to the five case studies and, second, on a general, theoretical level to present 
the implications of the utilized framework of relational spaces of environmental 
forest governance and its (re-)productive processes on the evaluation of govern-
ance spaces in general. This is to further highlight such a relational approach 
as a methodological perspective to study environmental and natural resource 
governance. 
1.1 Utilizing the controverSy over foreSt 
certificAtion 
Since forest certification and its related certification bodies as well as their sup-
portive entities play a vital role in this study the following section will briefly 
introduce some issues surrounding forest certification. This also aims at provid-
ing an improved understanding on how and why certain institutions and inter-
viewees have been chosen to be integrated within this study. 
With public protests looming during the 1980s and early 1990s concerning the 
deforestation of primary rainforests in the global South and old-growth forests 
in boreal, northern countries (e.g. Canada, Russian Federation), forest certifica-
tion was initially developed by environmental NGOs such as Rainforest Alliance 
and the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF). Another impetus for this develop-
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ment was the failure of the international community to establish binding forestry 
guidelines. Based on a set of common criteria and standards for forest manage-
ment (FM certification) and the related chain-of-custody (COC-certification) of 
wood-based products forest certification seeks to provide an instrument for com-
panies to demonstrate their adherence to SFM. In 1993 the Forest Stewardship 
Council (FSC) was founded, with specific support from the WWF and other en-
vironmental NGOs. With a lack of direct market demand, FSC was mainly based 
on a “carrot and stick approach”, as described by Benjamin Cashore (2002). The 
FSC label being the “carrot”, and public, NGO initiated protests against compa-
nies being the “stick”.
With rising criticism of these practices, specifically with regard to the per-
ceived NGO domination of FSC, competing schemes were developed by industry 
and forest owners (e.g. Cashore, 2002; article II). In Canada and the United States, 
this process was driven by industry associations related to forestry, pulp and 
paper products while in Europe private forest-owner associations played a vital 
role (cf. Gulbrandsen, 2004; Cashore et al., 2005; article II). In Europe, this resulted 
in the establishment of the ‘Pan European Forest Certification’ scheme in 1999, 
which, in 2003, was renamed in the ‘Programme for the Endorsement of Forest 
Certification’ (PEFC) to indicate its global ambitions (article II). In addition, PEFC 
enjoys larger, yet less promoted industry support in comparison to FSC (articles 
II & IV). Due to the focus of this study on Europe, and the subsequent integration 
of the two earlier North American schemes into PEFC, the focus is solely on the 
latter. A short summary of FSC and PEFC is provided in Table 1 below.
FSC and PEFC entail global criteria and guidelines which are the basis for the 
approval of the varying regional and national sub-standards (see FSC, 2002; PEFC, 
2007; Eden & Bear, 2010). The stringency of criteria and standards, their control and 
audit processes, are also the basis of a continuous and recently increasing (cf. Ford 
& Jenkins, 2011; PEFC, 2011) controversy between the certification schemes and 
their supporters. While PEFC has prominently been accused by environmental 
NGOs for lax criteria with a lack of control (e.g. Harkki, 2004; Greenpeace, 2009; 
Ford & Jenkins, 2011), regional variations of FSC as well as its excessive expansion 
bureaucracy are criticized by its opponents. Furthermore, since forest certification 
is expected to foster SFM in commercial forests, FSC criteria are partially regarded 
as too stringent, mistaking SFM for protection (articles IV & V). Therefore, PEFC 
supporters regard it as more pragmatic in this regard, while still capable of provid-
ing SFM. An assessment of the ‘truth’ claims of the supporters of the systems about 
the contribution to SFM by the two certification schemes is not the concern of this 
study (see Harkki, 2004; UPM, 2005; Auld et al., 2008; Schlyter et al., 2009; Ford & 
Jenkins, 2011). Yet, in this regard, forest certification provides a splendid means of 
tapping into the networks of knowledge production and distribution regarding a 
central aspect of forest governance: the debate on what is considered sustainable 
and which tools are sufficient to approach SFM? 
As pointed out by Hudson (2005, 241) the delineation of sustainable spaces, 
in my account, spaces of environmental forest governance, is critically depend-
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ent on the definitions of what amounts to sustainability, or SFM. Thus, through-
out this dissertation and throughout the case studies, the two forest certification 
schemes are utilized to highlight often competing knowledge networks and their 
regimes which define problematizations, aspects and solutions related to SFM. In 
addition, due to their prominent position in the public debate about illegal log-
ging, improved, sustainable forestry and their transnational reach and visibility, 
through their own product labelling, they are an important part of forest gov-
ernance processes. As mentioned above, I do not regard them as an independent 
form of forest governance, nor as non-state market-driven governance systems 
(cf. Cashore, 2002; Cashore et al., 2004), yet employ them as an example to dem-
onstrate the relationalities which (re-)produce the spaces of environmental forest 
governance.
Table 1: Basic comparison of FSC and PEFC (Source: FSC, 2013; PEFC, 2013)
fSc Pefc
Established l 1993 l 1999
Int. Secretariat l Bonn, Germany l Geneva, Switzerland
Standards l International forest standards, 
10 principles & 56 criteria; 
national standard development 
is based on them.
l Use of generic standard in 
countries prior to their own 
standard.
l Chain of Custody of full supply 
chain.
l Third-party assessment.
l National forest standards are 
endorsed by adherence to 
PEFC Council Technical 
Document describing criteria 
and standards.
l Umbrella system, also 
endorsing independent 
national standards.
l Chain of Custody of full supply 
chain.
l Third-party assessment.
Certificates/
area (February 
2013)
l 171 mil. hectares (80 countries) 
and 24789 CoC certificates
l Largely in Europe (Russia) and 
North America but with larger 
representation in the tropics 
and global South.
l 227 mil. hectares (32 
countries) and 9522 CoC 
certificates.
l Largely in Europe and North 
America with tropics recently 
growing
Supporters l Major NGOs, especially WWF as 
a founding member
l Selected companies/forest 
owners.
l Forest owners.
l Governments and industry1
Criticism l Breaches of certification criteria 
in local cases.
l Monopoly claim to SFM.
l Neglect of private forest owner 
interests; NGO-dominated.
l Less stringent protective 
criteria.
l Less stringent control criteria 
lead to more breaches.
l Favouring industry interests.
1 In most cases there is no PEFC-only support but a neutral view, regarding both as equally sufficient. 
This view however favors PEFC (e.g. article II & III).
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2 Research process
2.1 reSeArch tASkS
The study explores transnational forest governance spaces from a European per-
spective with a focus on two major themes: Firstly, the multiple relations of the 
actors involved, which (re-) produce and perform these spaces are critically dis-
cussed in regard to aspects of positionality and its effects on forest governance. 
Secondly, the role of knowledge production and its distribution through compet-
ing technologies and regimes of practice within these governance spaces is evalu-
ated. The effects of these processes on forest governance are explored through a 
focus on SFM issues present in the European core-periphery relations of wood-
based products. The study follows a recent debate in geography regarding a shift 
towards hybrid and relational forms of governance and the integration of envi-
ronmental aspects into the realm of natural resource governance and economic 
geography, which was formerly purely dominated by economic considerations 
(e.g. Bulkeley, 2005; Bridge, 2008; Hayter, 2008).
From a geographical perspective the study is framed by multiple influences 
and touches upon various fields of geographical thought. Generally, I consid-
er this work to be placed within the post-structuralist realm of geography (e.g. 
Murdoch, 2006), an aspect supported by the relational view on space, place and 
their actors. More specifically, this research is based on three major fields in cur-
rent human geography; namely relational economic geography (e.g. Bathelt & 
Glückler, 2003; Berndt & Boeckler, 2007), environmental economic geography (e.g. 
Hayter, 2008; Bridge, 2008) and environmental political geography (e.g. Bulkeley, 
2005; Death, 2011). The study’s integration of the latter is due to its focus on envi-
ronmental and resource governance as well as studies of governmentality (e.g. 
Jessop, 2007; Rutherford, 2007) while the first two are a tribute to the economic 
activities and actors which co-produce and influence the core-periphery relations 
of wood-based products. Thus, aspects of knowledge in economic geography are 
integrated (e.g. Vallance, 2007; Birch & Cumbers, 2010). The aim of the study itself 
is not so much about developing a greater theoretical understanding of relational 
space itself, but to develop a greater theoretical yet empirically founded account 
of how the integration of such a relational approach transforms the understand-
ing and evaluation needs of environmental and resource governance processes.
The main research question of the study is: How is transnational environmen-
tal forest governance, in a European context, shaped by the (re-)production of its 
relational space? Since relational space is a heterogeneous concept, (re-)produced 
by multiple relations (e.g. Massey, 2005, 1999; Murdoch, 2006), such a general aim 
includes several subordinate questions: (i) how does the positionality of actors 
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shape their rationalities and influences forest governance? (ii) How do networks 
of knowledge production and promotion, related to SFM technologies, shape the 
actors’ rationalities and decision-making? (iii) How do governmental instruments 
influence transnational forest governance? Furthermore, (iv) how are the shifting 
rationalities between actors in the core markets and resource-peripheries inte-
grated into transnational forest governance? Generally, the answers to these ques-
tions express an understanding on how hybrid processes of governance operate 
and highlight the importance of locally embedded relations in a transnational 
governance space. Despite the study’s focus on forest governance aspects, these 
questions enable the drawing of theoretical generalizations in relation to further 
processes of natural resource governance and exploitation, an additional purpose 
of this study. Furthermore, these questions aim at enhancing a methodological 
conceptualization on grasping and understanding governance processes from a 
more inclusive, relational perspective.
Based on the conceptualization of forest governance as a relational space, the 
study explores the involved topologies. Figure 1 presents a broad picture of the 
space under evaluation. The core-periphery relations displayed in Figure 1 are 
often related to the commodity chains of their respective product or resource. 
Yet, far from describing supply and demand aspects of wood-based products 
alone, the relational space explored below consists of multiple, often perceived 
external relations. The term ‘perceived external relations’ in this open approach 
is employed in terms of certain categories, such as party politics, local values or 
‘the others’, which are commonly perceived to be in or outside of the realm/issue 
to be governed. Externality might therefore derive from various perspectives: for 
instance, academic debates and their scientific accounts on forest governance or a 
political sphere where they might materialize through the omission of important 
relations; furthermore, relations may be perceived as external (or disregarded) 
by individuals or institutions involved in forest management and supply and 
therefore be ignored in terms of their rationalities on the matter. Therefore, while 
these relations might be perceived as external, they cannot be treated as such in a 
relational account of space. Due to that multiplicity, which (re-)produces govern-
ance spaces, a focus on SFM and forest certification systems has been chosen to 
provide a more detailed picture.
Forest and resource governance is related to an increased privatization of 
its sphere (e.g. Lipschutz, 2004; Castree, 2008) while forest certification has been 
promoted as a popular means of representing market-driven or even non-state 
governance systems (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Haufler, 2003; Cashore et al., 2004). These 
aspects, largely linked to a transnationalization of forestry and closely tied to the 
demand (e.g. for certification) and supply characteristics of commodity chains are 
utilized as the starting points for this study. Furthermore, these popular accounts 
of processes of forest governance (see also Rametsteiner, 2002; Gulbrandsen, 2004, 
2006; Klooster, 2005, 2010; Humphreys, 2006; Meidinger, 2011), based on their com-
mon neglect of external relations, and on their often one-sided FSC approach, 
provide a further academic niche for this dissertation. A similar gap derives from 
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the few accounts on forest certification which discuss socio-spatial aspects, rela-
tions and their network characteristics (e.g. Klooster, 2005; Eden, 2009; Eden & 
Bear 2010). While these studies stress the heterogeneity of governance processes, 
they also remain confined within the internal processes of FSC, its criteria and 
seldom include relations external to forestry itself or even those related to PEFC.
Figure 1: Basic research framework of core-periphery relations for wood-based 
products in Europe.
The study concentrates on the core-periphery relations of Germany and to a lesser 
degree the United Kingdom, which are exemplary for the European core markets, 
with Finland and to a lesser degree Northwest Russia exemplifying the northern 
resource-peripheries. Aspects concerning forest certification systems as repre-
sentations, or henceforth technologies, of SFM, are utilized as a leading topic 
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throughout the study. Nevertheless, compared to many previous studies, forest 
certification systems are not regarded as forest governance in their own right; 
the controversies and existing rationalities of actors concerning their utilization 
and performances are, however, utilized to highlight the relational processes of 
transnational forest governance.
The dissertation consists of five associated articles presenting the empirical 
cases in detail and contributing to the research questions under examination.
I Albrecht, M. (2010). Sustainable Forest Management through Forest 
Certification in Russia’s Barents Region: Processes in the Relational 
Space of Forest Certification. In: Fryer, P., Brown-Leonardi, C., & 
Soppela, P. (Eds.). Encountering the Changing Barents: Research Chal-
lenges and Opportunities; Arctic Centre Reports 54, pp.24-34. Rovani-
emi: Arctic-Centre.
II Albrecht, M. (2010). Company positionality and its effects on trans-
national forest governance: Two companies and their approaches to 
forest certification. Geographische Zeitschrift, 98(2), 116-132.
III Albrecht, M. (2012). Public Procurement and Forest Governance: A 
German Case Study of Governmental Influences on Market-Driven 
Governance Systems. Social Sciences 1(1), 4-23.
IV Albrecht, M. (unpublished). Environmental customer demands: 
market relations, knowledge networks and their effects on (forest) 
governance and practices. Submitted manuscript for Geografiska An-
naler B (under review).
V Albrecht, M. (2012). Perceiving sustainable forest spaces: governance 
aspects of private and company owned forests in North-Karelia, 
Finland. Fennia 190(1), 3-18.
The first article is an introduction to forest certification as an instrument for sus-
tainable forest management. Based on three cases of FSC-certified forestry com-
panies and cooperatives it discusses the role of certification as a tool to foster 
SFM in the Barents region of Russia, and introduces the role of relational space in 
regard to certification and its core-periphery relations. While implementation as-
pects of FSC certification in the respective areas are described, relational aspects 
are largely treated in a rather narrow, FSC focused aspect. Therefore, article I, 
while nevertheless presenting the relational approach, differs from the following 
articles which include a wider scope on the relational spaces of forest govern-
ance. The general findings can be described threefold. First, the article stresses 
the variations between outcomes for SFM among various certified entities. Thus, 
it critically warns of regarding on-ground results through certification from a 
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universal, general perspective as often proposed by its supporters. Second, the 
study establishes a picture that ties the success, or its lack, of a certification sys-
tem, in this case FSC, to its relations with the Western core markets, yet highlights 
additional relations such as state influence or varying aspects related to the com-
panies in the resource peripheries. Finally, while a general improvement of forest 
management through certification is acknowledged, the paper demonstrates the 
contested character of this governance space by presenting some relational com-
petitive aspects concerning FSC and PEFC certification.
Article II is based on a more developed conceptualization of relational space 
and evaluates two German companies in the printing and publishing industries 
and the do-it-yourself (DIY)/retail sector regarding their approaches to forest 
certification. It thus accesses a set of important entities which are representa-
tive of the core markets and strongly intertwined in transnational wood-based 
product flows. The focus of the article is on the positionality of these companies 
within their supply chains, as well as within their socio-political environment, 
and evaluates how these aspects shape their rationalities and decision-making 
towards forest certification. Article II therefore introduces the concept of ration-
alities to the conceptual framework as being (re-)produced by the positionality 
of entities in relational space. Rationalities are further linked to aspects of trust, 
for instance, to a certification system and linked to the “relational reflexivity” 
(Murdoch & Miele, 2004, 158; Murdoch 2006) of consumers and business custom-
ers of wood-based products. The findings indicate how varying relations which 
(re-)produce the positionalities of the companies and their sectors create rationali-
ties which generate a differing approach to certification. Focal points are thus the 
heterogeneity of relations in regard to the supply chains, product characteristics 
and cooperative networks related to the different companies and their sectors. 
For instance, the different relations of products such as magazine papers and 
DIY wood products are evaluated and presented as an aspect of the varying 
positionality of the companies involved, which leads them to follow varying ap-
proaches concerning forest certification. While the study was carried out in the 
core markets, it nonetheless points out the role of core-periphery relations and the 
role of resource areas, be it through protest campaigns or based on the company 
supply networks. Article II is the first step in moving logically from actors in the 
core markets towards resource-peripheries and the intent is to present relational 
governance processes of this realm.
With forest governance frequently described as moving towards non-state 
governance (cf. Cashore et al., 2004), article III evaluates state influence on market-
driven governance systems such as certification by means of the public procure-
ment directive in Germany. Based upon a relational framework, unfolding the 
heterogeneity of political institutions, state influence is evaluated by means of 
governmentality (e.g. Foucault, 1991b; Dean, 2010). Thus, the integration of the 
two certification systems, as technologies to provide SFM, into German state leg-
islation is evaluated based on the (re-)production and distribution of knowledge 
and rationalities surrounding these processes. The effects of these processes on 
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EU policy are treated as a related issue in article III. By merging the concept of 
governmentality with a relational approach to space article III counters com-
mon criticism of this concept such as state centrism or closeness (cf. Murdoch, 
2006; Rutherford, 2007). In regard to transnational forest governance and SFM 
the importance of externally (re-)produced knowledge in shaping rationalities 
is highlighted. Thus, while most entities rely on external ‘expertise’ promoted 
by the set of relations they are entangled in, their rationalities are at the same 
time influenced by aspects, often falsely perceived as external to the processes 
of forest governance themselves. Therefore, rationalities shaped in regard to the 
positionalities of actors stress the importance of integrating local peculiarities 
when evaluating transnational processes such as forest governance or all EU pro-
curement legislation. The utilized case of Germany presents the heterogeneity of 
the political realm and, by rendering the governance space under scrutiny open 
to change, allows the integration and evaluation of shifting rationalities which 
(re-)produce such a space. Thus, it stresses the role of the political in perceived 
market-driven processes and indicates the importance of focusing on locally em-
bedded yet transnational relations and their impacts on knowledge networks in 
the formation of governance processes.
A focus on knowledge networks is related to article IV, which discusses en-
vironmental customer demands and knowledge networks. Four major Finnish 
transnational forest industry corporations were studied to demonstrate the (re-)
production of knowledge and its networks related to SFM and certification as an 
SFM technology. Article IV highlights the importance of knowledge networks 
in regard to the core–periphery relations and includes an in-depth perspective 
on the aspects of relational space and the rationalities of studied entities as in-
fluences of hybrid governance processes. It portrays how the positionality of 
business customers shapes the environmental demands of the customers of the 
Finnish corporations while these positionalities also affect the way in which the 
corporations must promote their knowledge on SFM to affect varying customers. 
Focusing on paper products and customer demands from Germany and the UK, 
article IV also integrates the role of NGOs as an opposition camp into this dis-
course on SFM practices. While knowledge about SFM is highlighted, article IV 
also indicates that within the performed knowledge networks, actual on-ground 
performance and criteria may become secondary due to the positionality of busi-
ness customers. This is also due to the fact that environmental performance in 
the resource peripheries seldom have a direct impact for the business customer 
or the consumer. The other side of the coin is that compared to economic knowl-
edge such as technological innovation, knowledge related to environmental per-
formance must be actively promoted and therefore requires new approaches to 
knowledge management by the corporations. Thus, compared to most recent 
literature on corporate knowledge (e.g. Maskell et al., 2006; Vallance, 2007; Birch & 
Cumbers, 2010), article IV examines these newly emerging networks to promote 
knowledge on environmental practices as an important aspect of environmental 
economic governance. Commonly, in both articles III and IV, the means of repre-
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sentation (‘truth’ claims) in regard to the resource areas, and the importance of 
external, yet relational knowledge is stressed for the development of governance 
processes.
Article V demonstrates the last step of moving from the peripheries (article 
I) to the core markets (articles II & III) and the entities linking them economi-
cally (article IV), returning to the resource peripheries (see also Fig 2). Contrary 
to representations of the resource peripheries in the core markets, through for 
instance protest campaigns by NGOs, it evaluates the perception of SFM by ac-
tors practicing forestry and NGOs in North Karelia, Finland, and the Finnish 
forestry sector in general. Based on their view of certification and SFM prac-
tices, this localized case shows how the actors in the resource peripheries, due 
to their locally embedded relations and resulting positionalities, can act as a 
counterweight to transnational market influences. Thus, it shows that resource 
peripheries, when viewed from a relational perspective, are an important part 
of transnational governance processes. Generally, Finnish forestry is presented 
twofold in terms of SFM. On the one hand, the current system of forest laws and 
PEFC are deemed sufficient by most actors forestry practicing to guarantee SFM 
in commercial forests. In contrast, Finnish NGOs disagree with such opinions 
and foster the need for FSC to improve Finnish forestry. While FSC is favoured 
by Finnish environmental NGOs, in comparison to most international NGOs, it 
is not seen as the solution to all problems in Finnish forestry. Article V further 
presents the importance of how the positionality of actors shapes the definition 
of their sustainable spaces; hence, what they deem necessary to achieve SFM. 
Furthermore, findings suggest that forest holdings in company ownership are 
currently more prone to be guided by direct market relations (e.g. customer 
demand for FSC) than private holdings owned by individuals. This also holds 
in regard to the stronger local embedded relationalities compared to the trans-
national positionalities of corporations (e.g. articles II & IV). In addition to cer-
tification, article V examines the local debate about even- versus uneven-aged 
forestry and thus highlights a further example of the multiplicity of relations 
needing to be integrated into the evaluation of governance spaces. Due to the 
positionalities of entities in Finnish forestry this discourse, unrelated to core 
market aspects, is deemed an important and growing aspect of forest govern-
ance in Finland and beyond. 
As these five case studies initially portray a rather specific place and scale 
bound picture, the underlying relational approach enables their interlinkage and 
demonstrates their performance as a relational space of environmental forest gov-
ernance. Consequently, I elaborate on these relations, and utilize these single 
case studies to present and develop an improved theoretical conceptualization 
of transnational governance spaces. 
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2.2 MethodS And dAtA collection
Based on the general research question and its underlying theoretical framework 
mentioned above, the study relies on a series of qualitative case studies. Aspects 
of transnational forest governance and forest certification have been frequently 
studied from the general perspective (e.g. Cashore et al., 2004; Lipschutz & Rowe, 
2005; Humphreys, 2006; Auld et. al., 2008; Meidinger, 2011). While such general 
accounts provide an important contribution to forest governance literature, they 
fail to acknowledge the existing local relations which influence transnational pro-
cesses. These, in contrast, are accessible through in-depth case studies focusing 
on the comprehension of complex social phenomena (Yin, 2003). This qualitative, 
intensive approach employed in local case studies (e.g. Hayter & Soyez, 1996; 
Kortelainen & Kotilainen, 2006; Albrecht, 2010) consists of empirical data largely 
gathered through face-to-face, semi-structured interviews (e.g. Hoggart et al., 
2002; Cloke et al., 2004; Dunn, 2005). Interviews are regarded as the most suitable 
way of acquiring information about the perceptions of the actors involved in pro-
cesses or programs of governance while interactively allowing the respondents 
to provide meanings and experiences of their lived environments (Hoggart et 
al., 2002; Cloke et al., 2004; Dunn, 2005; Silverman, 2006). Experiences, however, 
as stressed by Sayer (1992), are not neutral accounts of reality or value-free ex-
pressions but are embedded into pre-conceptualized views on the surrounding 
environment or the object at stake (see also Mansvelt & Berg, 2005), for instance, 
environmental aspects of forest governance. Since, such pre-conceptualizations 
or, in terms employed within this study, rationalities are (re-)produced by the ac-
tors’ positionality in space (Sheppard, 2002), the approach of in-depth local case 
studies aims to unfold the multiple relations which affect governance processes.
While using interview data providing the bulk of empirical data sources, sec-
ondary sources are nevertheless employed within the study for several purposes. 
First, secondary data, specifically academic publications, provide the basis for 
article I. Second, as recommended by Yin (2003) in his account on qualitative 
case study methodology, secondary data as documents or academic literature 
enhance the credibility of a study as they enable cross-checking and broadening 
the data gathered throughout interviews (cf. Silverman, 2006). Third, this study 
consequently focuses on knowledge networks and means of governmentality; 
secondary sources such as institutional, corporate or NGO position papers and 
reports; and legislative documents or management guidelines provide further 
insight on how the rationalities of various entities are promoted and act to sup-
port competing regimes of practice (Kitchin & Tate, 2000; Cloke et al., 2004; Dean, 
2010). Therefore, such integration provides important information concerning the 
aim of this research and bundled with the interview data these multiple sources 
permit a triangulation of the research material to increase credibility and rigor 
(Yin, 2003). Data collection requires careful reflexivity on its sources of origin; 
that is to say on the variety of rationalities which might influence the inclusion 
or exclusion of certain information provided, based on the respective aims of the 
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source or actor (Hoggart et al., 2002; Cloke et al., 2004). Thus, as Sayer (1992, 45) 
stresses, one must avoid a view of ‘naïve objectivism’. These aspects come into 
play further in respect to the temporal validity of the gathered data. Framed by 
a relational approach on space (e.g. Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006), the constant 
(re-)production of the aspects simultaneously (re-)produces or changes actors’ 
rationalities. Such fluidity must be accounted for when evaluating governance 
processes in relation to actors’ perceptions and is visible throughout the various 
case studies.
Empirical qualitative data may be analyzed by numerous methods (e.g. Crang, 
1997; Kitchin & Tate, 2000; Cloke et al., 2004; Hay et al., 2005). While enumerating 
or modelling aims to quantify data sets, a rather open, strongly qualitative ap-
proach has been followed for this study. Interviews have been digitally recorded 
and subsequently transcribed. As recording may be a possible threshold for inter-
viewees to reveal certain information or refrain from making certain statements, 
it was nonetheless regarded as the most suited method for the research project 
undertaken. It enabled interviews in an interactive, partially conversational style 
which could be difficult to achieve if the interviewer had to concentrate on taking 
notes during the interview (Kitchin & Tate, 2000; Cloke et al., 2004). During the 
research process only two respondents rejected the use of a recording device: a 
forestry specialist from the German Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection (BMELV) and a member of FSC’s policy standard unit in Bonn. Based 
on the experience gathered throughout the interviews I regard the shortfalls of 
recording as negligible since respondents appeared to provide open, critical and 
partially self-critical statements. While in some cases the sentence “…the follow-
ing is off the record…” was uttered, respondents were willing to provide them 
as recorded data, but did not demand citing or affiliating this information with 
them, their organization or their name. Generally, most respondents opposed the 
direct use of their names and preferred the use of titles like ‘company environ-
mental officer’ or ‘NGO forestry expert’. Additionally, the contested character of 
the public debate concerning the different forest certification schemes played its 
part in developing a tense atmosphere, where many interviewees requested that 
their interview data be used discretely. Owing to these aspects, relatively few di-
rect citations are presented throughout the articles while most information from 
the interviews is used in context.
Non-quantitative entitation was used to facilitate the data analysis from the 
interview transcripts (cf. Cloke et al., 2004, 219). Based on the interview contents 
and underlying research question of a case study, various entities or codes, for 
instance “NGO campaigns” or “Forest management problems Finland,” were de-
ployed and respective interview sections assigned to them (see also Crang, 1997; 
Dunn, 2005). Therefore, an open though somewhat fuzzy framework of analy-
sis was developed. The idea that interview sections can be attributed to several 
entities indicates that this approach neither ranks specific datasets nor restricts 
information to only one fixed category, an aspect commonly criticized to create a 
research bias and foster dualisms (Harvey, 1996; Cloke et al., 2004). Consequently, 
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it merely creates a topical collection of interview data enabling easier and faster 
access during the analysis of the empirical material. Nevertheless, the study in-
cludes aspects of a Foucauldian discourse analysis (cf. Waitt, 2005), in particular 
when the role of knowledge production, regimes of practice and governmentality 
is discussed (e.g. Huxley, 2007). However, it extends such analyses beyond specific 
discourses to integrate apparently external aspects as well as biophysical compo-
nents in order to respond to the topologies of space under evaluation.
Aside from the positive aspects mentioned, criticism exists concerning quali-
tative case study methods. The impossibility of using their data to generalize due 
to the low numbers of respondents and the peculiarities of its cases is highlighted 
(Sayer, 1992; Yin, 2003). While this clearly accounts for statistical generalization, 
the generalization of qualitative data in terms of general causal relationships 
is seen to be problematic (Sayer, 1992). Furthermore, generalization in terms of 
general causal relationships is rejected by the open and heterogeneous character 
of the research framework attributed to the spaces under evaluation (e.g. Philo, 
2000; Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006). Aside from these limitations, the ability of 
multiple case studies to draw generalizations based on a theoretical level (Yin, 
2003) and in terms of their descriptive properties (Sayer, 1992) provides a strong 
basis for the purpose of this research project.
2.2.1 Interviews
Throughout the four and half years of conducting this study, empirical data have 
been collected from numerous actors along the wood supply chains and enti-
ties related to transnational forest governance. While the details on the material 
utilized in the respective case studies can be derived from the articles (articles 
II-V), a short summary of the empirical data will be provided below. Between 
November 2008 and March 2011, 39 intensive, semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with actors in five countries, mostly Finnish and German actors. Six 
of the interviews were conducted by phone while the remaining interviews were 
face-to-face accounts. The organizations interviewed during the research process 
are listed in Table 2. Interviews lasted between 45 minutes and more than two 
hours. Most interviews were conducted in English (20), German (16) and Finnish 
(3). Finnish-language interviews were conducted with the help of a translator 
and involve the case study in North Karelia (article V). While most interviews 
consisted of the interviewer and one interviewee, four were group interviews, 
including up to four persons. In addition to the intensive, semi-structured inter-
views various short, topical interviews with actors involved in forestry and forest 
certification have been integrated into the study. Especially in the North Karelian 
case (article V), three short interviews were conducted with forest and logging 
personnel during visits to logging sites. In addition, one short topical interview 
took place at the PEFC international office in Geneva with the head of the techni-
cal unit in 2009. Based on the information acquired through these interviews they 
are included in the interview list of Table 2.
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Table 2. List of interviews from the five case studies. Year of interview, number of 
interviewees and their work affiliations.
organization/grouping (interviewee location) year(s) Person(s)
NGOs/certification bodies
WWF Germany (Germany) 2008, 2009 2
FSC International (Bonn, Germany) 2008 3
PEFC, Germany (Stuttgart, Germany) 2008 2
PEFC International, (Geneva, Switzerland) 2009 2
FSC Germany (Freiburg, Germany) 2009 1
WWF Finland (Frankfurt, Germany) 2010 1
Finnish Association for Nature Conservation (Helsinki/Joensuu 
Finland)
2010 2
Nature League, (Helsinki, Finland) 2011 1
Companies/Industry Associations
Verband Deutscher Papierfabriken e.V. (VDP) (Bonn, Germany) 2008 1
Hornbach AG (Bornheim, Germany) 2009 1
Hubert Burda Media (Offenburg, Germany) 2009 1
Axel Springer AG (Berlin, Germany) 2009 1
Stora Enso Oy (Vienna, Austria) 2009 1
Metsäliitto Group (Espoo, Finland) 2009 2
Myllykoski Oy (Helsinki, Finland & Augsburg, Germany) 2009, 2010 2
UPM-Kymmene (Valkeakoski, Finland & London, UK) 2009, 2010 2
Anaika Wood Ltd Oy (Lieksa, Finland) 2011 1
Koneurakointi S. Kuittinen Oy (Nurmes, Finland) 2011 3
Karel Wood Oy (Eno, Finland) 2011 1
Tornator Oy (Joensuu, Finland) 2011 3
Finnish Forest Industry Federation (FFIF) (Helsinki, Finland) 2011 1
State/Public Institutions/Forestry Institutes
Federal German Ministry for Food, Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection (BMELV) (Bonn, Germany)
2008 1
German Technical Cooperation (GTZ) (Frankfurt, Germany) 2009 1
Gemeinde und Städtebund Rheinland-Pfalz (Mainz, Germany) 2009 1
Federal Agency for Nature Conservation (BfN) (Bonn, 
Germany)
2009 1
Johann Heinrich von Thünen Institute (vTI) (Hamburg, 
Germany)
2009, 2010 1
Forestry Centre North-Karelia (Joensuu, Finland) 2011 1
FMA/FOU North-Karelia (Joensuu, Finland) 2011 2
Forest Development Centre Tapio (Vantaa, Finland) 2011 1
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The geographical and temporal framework of the conducted interviews followed 
the underlying research questions of understanding the transnational spaces of 
environmental forest governance. Since article I is based largely on secondary 
sources, fieldwork progressed along an indirect path from the European core 
markets, respectively the case studies in Germany, to the northern forest resource 
peripheries which are portrayed by the Finnish cases (Fig. 2). The chosen path, 
from core to periphery, of the empirical data collection owes much of its direc-
tion to the prevalent claims in many academic accounts of forest certification as 
a market-driven form of governance (e.g Cashore, 2002; Haufler, 2003; Cashore et 
al., 2004; Meidinger, 2011). As many of these academic accounts were consulted 
in the initial phase of the research, the decision to start interviews in the core 
markets seemed most appropriate. The interview partners were then chosen in 
relation to their presumed expertise on the topic and in relation to their affiliation 
with the involved organizations based on literature and personal accounts from 
prior interviews (cf. Cloke et al., 2004). Limitations of access, as cited by Dunn 
(2005, 90), appeared solely in the case of Greenpeace International and Finland; 
both were reluctant to respond to multiple demands for participation. Hence, the 
empirical data employed for the five articles and this thesis is seen to cover the 
issues discussed in a sufficient manner as they address a multiplicity of heteroge-
neous actors and organizations from the economic, social and political sphere. It 
respects the relational approach and permits a highlighting of the topologies and 
modes of knowledge transfer and production of the entities included in several 
important case
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Figure 2. Geographical and temporal framework of the case studies and the re-
search process. Green arrows represent the direction of environmental business 
demands focused on in case study IV.
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V
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IV 
Case study
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C
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3 Conceptualizing relational 
spaces of environmental 
governance and their 
networks of knowledge 
production
3.1 tAlking toPologieS: SPAce, PoSitionAlitieS, 
fixeS And Power
“Topology has little interest in the measurable spans of the globe or metrics which give 
physical shape to our environment; rather it is concerned with how the global is folded into 
the local... (Allen, 2009, 206)”
The term relational space and relational approach have been frequently men-
tioned above, yet without a deeper evaluation of the underlying conceptualiza-
tions and aspects attributed to it in this study. First of all, the term relational 
space requires some elaboration. The integration of a relational view of space 
has sharply increased in various areas of the geographical debate in the last two 
decades (e.g. Harvey, 1996; Massey, 1999, 2005; Crang & Thrift, 2000; Sheppard, 
2002; Bathelt & Glückler, 2003; Murdoch, 2006; Berndt & Boeckler, 2007). In geo-
graphical as well as in sociological approaches a relational view has been fre-
quently represented not as a replacement of former conceptualizations of space, 
such as absolute space with its Euclidean characteristics, or relative space, but as 
an improved, overarching concept (e.g. Harvey, 1996; Murdoch ,1998, 2006; Law, 
2002; Jones, 2009). It also does this in terms of a shift from a topographical view of 
space to a view dominated by topologies (Murdoch, 2006; Allen, 2009). Since there 
is a large body of literature available treating these other conceptualizations of 
space as well as the shifts among them (e.g. Lefebvre, 1991; Murdoch, 1998; Law & 
Mol, 2001; Jones, 2009), I restrict the focus in the following to conceptualizing the 
relational approach on space employed by this study. Furthermore, I refrain from 
delving deeper into the multiplicity of strands attributed to a relational approach 
on space and their vocabularies, such as ‘phase space’ (Jones, 2009), ‘fluid space’, 
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‘fire space’ (Law & Mol, 2001; Law, 2002) or ‘movement-space’ (Thrift, 2004, 2008), 
to name just a few prominent examples.
Following Jonathan Murdoch (2006, 12), topology “…refers (…) to relations 
and interactions between relations. It therefore enables geographers to go below 
the surface to study processes of spatial emergence…” A concept borrowed from 
mathematics, topology therefore illustrates the relationality and spatiality of the 
(re-)production of spaces. As relations are the focus of attention, the role of actors 
as fixed nodes within the power constellations of governance processes is rejected. 
Thus, regarding spaces from a topological perspective highlights some further 
aspects of relational space; its relative openness and its multiplicity (Doel, 2000; 
Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006). The concept of openness frees relational thinking 
of space from the bounded, container-like treatment present in absolute accounts 
of space. It enables spaces to be changing and fluid, in other words open to new 
constellations. Thus, it also elevates space from the structuralist perspective of 
underlying, deep structures which guide its processes (Murdoch, 2006, 9-11). This 
openness of relational space creates a space which according to Massey (2005, 
59) “…is always unfinished and always becoming…” This ‘process of becoming’ 
(Murdoch, 2006, 22), is treated and evaluated as the (re-)production of relational 
spaces within this study and its affiliated articles. The term ‘(re-)production’ is 
engaged in order to express these fluid and dynamic characteristics of relational 
space (Murdoch 2006). The prefix ‘(re-)’, in relation to produce/the production of 
space as employed throughout the study is largely to stress and highlight two 
main aspects. First, it derives from an understanding, pointed out by Murdoch 
(2006, 21-22), that even apparently stabilized momentums in relational space “…
must be continually remade…” thus requiring constant re-production; and sec-
ond, new configurations in space appear or are produced through the constant 
(re-)production of space itself (Doel, 2000; Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006). Thus, the 
utilized form in brackets should stress this simultaneous process of the produc-
tion and re-production of relational space.
The open character of space enables its multiplicity and (re-)produces the 
heterogeneity of relational space. To support my argument, as well as the ar-
gument concerning other proponents of a relational approach (e.g. Murdoch, 
2006; Massey, 1999, 2005), the term ‘relations’ will briefly be elaborated below. 
Interestingly, despite the vast array of literature on relational space, accounts of 
the attributes of relations or what amounts to a relation despite its often socio, 
or socio-spatial character seems rather limited (cf. Harvey, 1996; Crang & Thrift, 
2000; Murdoch, 2006; Jessop et al., 2008). Yet, some statements about the possi-
ble characteristics of relations are described in the works of Massey (2005) and 
Sheppard (2002). While stressing the multiplicity of relations, in her book for space 
Doreen Massey (2005) mentions a wide variety of what relations might include. 
For instance, the interconnectivity ‘…between movements, between a plurality 
of trajectories…’ (Massey, 2005, 76), ‘practices of engagement’ in a playing field 
which can consist of “…physical force, of political (dis)alignment [or] of imagina-
tion…” (Massey, 2005, 100). Similarly, Sheppard (2002, 318-320), in his account of 
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positionality in space-time, highlights relations related to knowledge or ‘space 
transcending’ technologies as shaping and being shaped by space. Aside from 
the often cited socio-spatial relations, both accounts highlight the importance of 
biophysical processes; an aspect frequently lacking in other studies (Sheppard, 
2002; Massey, 2005).
How then is this defining relations presented in the context of this study? If 
drawn from the accounts presented above, in addition to certain case studies (e.g. 
Morgan & Murdoch, 2000; Law & Mol, 2001; Murdoch, 2004, 2006; Leitner et al., 
2008), and based on the governmentality approach presented following the next 
chapter (e.g. Crampton & Elden, 2007; Miller & Rose, 2008; Dean, 2010), a vast 
array of relations emerges. This multiplicity has been criticized using the term 
‘ungraspability’ (Jameson, 1991 in Massey, 2005, 100) from an all-encompassing 
research perspective. However, since generalizations in terms of a final, fixed 
description of objects or processes are rejected initially by a relational approach, 
such multiplicity, rather than watering down the approach, opens up a large vari-
ety of relations for integration. For the study at hand, thus, in regard to processes 
of environmental forest governance, this means that the relations are largely 
treated to exist within the following spheres.
Knowledge networks consisting of knowledge production, distribution and 
exchange are important relations which are tightly knit to their technological 
solutions such as internet, publications or personal exchange as well as access to 
them. Furthermore, they consist of values and identities of individuals, groups or 
entities (e.g. Massey, 2005); supply chain characteristics, such as supply and de-
mand issues, product peculiarities (including biophysical aspects such as forests 
itself) or economic factors; political aspects such as laws, regulations or agendas. 
This non-exclusive list of possible relations involved in the (re-)production of gov-
ernance spaces should provide the reader with a clearer view of what is included 
when the influence of relations is discussed below. In providing some empirical 
examples from the case studies, important relations could, for instance, be vary-
ing forest-owner attitudes about SFM (article II, III, V), political views of certain 
groups (article III), magazine consistency and contents (article II) or competing 
‘truth’ claims about SFM (articles III & IV). Due to the openness and multiplic-
ity of space, such relations do not act on their own but are interlinked with each 
other, nor do they necessarily possess long-lasting or fixed premises. 
With attributes such as openness and multiplicity, relational space is neither 
all-inclusive nor necessary ungraspable (Harvey, 1996; Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 
2006). Murdoch (2006, 20) stresses the consensual and contested character of rela-
tional space while Massey (2005) notes the possible marginalizing effects which 
the dominant set of relations can produce. The openness and constant ‘becom-
ing’ attributes of relational space are also among its most criticized, in relation 
to aspects of power and its neglect of spatialities such as place, scale or territory 
(Jessop et al., 2008; Jones, 2009). Thus, how is it possible in such an open process 
to (re-)produce and attribute meaning to such spatialities, and how can certain 
entities retain their dominant position? To answer these questions and counter 
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some of the criticism I will employ two additional concepts in my approach to 
relational space, namely; ‘positionality’ and ‘spatio-temporal fixes’. This specific 
focus should not be understood as a general prioritization of certain spatialities, 
as prominently criticized in several recent accounts (Sheppard, 2002; Leitner et al., 
2008; Jessop et al., 2008; Jones, 2009). Yet within my research framework, research 
topic and based on the research questions posed in this study, these issues are 
perceived to be of major importance in (re-)producing the space under examina-
tion, as well as being co-constitutive in the (re-)production of additional spatiali-
ties or vice versa (e.g. Sheppard, 2002; Massey, 1999).
In an early account of a relational theory of space and place, David Harvey 
(1996, 261-274) describes the term ‘permanence’ as a momentum of stabilized rela-
tions in space-time. While such ‘permanences’ might appear static, and undergo 
a naturalizing process they are nevertheless of temporal character (Harvey, 1996; 
Murdoch, 2006). Instead of the term permanences I henceforth refer to this pro-
cess as ‘spatio-temporal fixes’, in a similar vein as introduced by Jessop’s (2006) 
critical review of Harvey’s work on the matter. The choice to employ the terminol-
ogy of spatio-temporal fixes instead of Harvey’s (1996) permanences stems from 
my regarding it as more suitable from a post-structural perspective and also to 
avoid misconceptions about the possible political leanings of this work. Moreover, 
while such ‘fixes’ are partially (re-)produced to solve a certain problematization 
through spatial adjustments, such as that noted by Harvey (2001) in his essay 
on ‘the spatial fix’, the spatio-temporal fix referred to below may exist without 
direct intention or initial connection to the realm it interacts with. Thus, while 
similar to the notion of permanences, spatio-temporal fixes are regarded as a set 
of relations which, by means of the properties of their relations, enables their 
continual, yet restricted (re-)production. Contrary to Jessop (2006; also Jessop et 
al., 2008), this process is not regarded as producing modes of structural coher-
ence but one identified by openness and multiplicity. The reason for this is that 
spatio-temporal fixes can be maintained throughout changing relations as well 
as being based on varying/multiple trajectories and entities. In the following con-
text, which is also apparent throughout the articles, spatio-temporal fixes are also 
strongly connected to knowledge networks and regimes of practice in relation 
to governmentality and the production of ‘truth’ claims, an aspect to be further 
elaborated in the next section. Thus, in terms of relational environmental forest 
governance spaces the concept largely refers to the contested fixation of certain 
‘truth’ claims in forestry in relation to their spatio-temporal environments. In 
regard to the influence of such spatio-temporal fixes on relational space Murdoch 
(2006, 20) consequently notes that: 
…relational space is a ‘power-filled’ space in which some alignments come to dominate, at 
least for a period of time, while others come to be dominated. So while multiple sets of rela-
tions may well co-exist, there is likely to be some competition between these relations over 
the composition of particular spaces and places.
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Spatio-temporal fixes are thus perceived as stabilized momentums in relational 
space, and often require efforts to maintain a dominant position within such a 
space. It should be remembered that due to the multiplicity of space and relations 
a spatio-temporal fix might posses a dominant role in a certain space while being 
marginalized in yet another. In regard to the subject at hand, the changing roles 
of the two forest certification system within various spatio-temporal contexts are 
a good example of such fixes. For instance, FSC maintained a monopoly on SFM 
certification and its related knowledge throughout the 1990s and was, until chal-
lenged by PEFC, more or less the only tool for SFM. With the emergence of PEFC, 
FSC, while remaining dominant in some sectors (e.g. book publishing, tropical 
wood), became partially marginalized in the forestry sector of most European 
countries. Considered from a broader perspective, the debate over forest certifica-
tion takes place within the more naturalized spatio-temporal fix of global climate 
change and its relations to global deforestation. Both are contested conceptualiza-
tions, which accounts for most spatio-temporal fixes.
The (re-)production of spatialities as well as spatio-temporal fixes is regard-
ed as strongly influenced by positionality (Sheppard, 2002; Leitner et al., 2008). 
Initially, the concept of positionality was introduced by feminist geographers in 
relation to research methodology and self-reflexivity on the part of the researcher 
(cf. Haraway, 1991; Rose, 1997; Cook, 2005). However, in the following context po-
sitionality is understood in accordance with the work of Eric Sheppard (2002), as 
a concept of position in space-time. For Sheppard (2002, 318) “…positionality is a 
relational construct; (and) the conditions of possibility for an agent depend on her 
or his position with respect to others…” Similar to spatio-temporal fixes, the spe-
cific positionality of entities is subject to constant (re-)production, which might 
enable them to maintain the set of relations they perform or shift their properties 
(Sheppard, 2002). The positionalities of entities, be it individuals, institutions, 
companies or a plot of forested land, are a major aspect shaping relational space 
and its processes while at the same time being shaped by the space they inhabit. 
Pointed out in Leitner et al. (2008, 163), positionality highlights the heterogeneity 
of entities since their multiple relations (re-)produce varying images, identities 
and experiences which shape their perceptions and understanding of their world 
and guide their conduct; or, in the case of non-human(-led) entities, positionality 
in turn points to the way these entities might be acted upon. A forester or forest 
contractor, for example, his/her positionality, in addition to the biophysical as-
pects of his/her locality, is (re-)produced by a multitude of relations (articles III & 
V). For example, individual values about forestry and SFM are in turn influenced 
by the available information/knowledge, which might further be co-shaped by 
the access to information technology, personal language skills or institutional 
characteristics. This simplified example shows how individuals and entities are 
entangled in various, changing relations which (re-)produce their positionalities 
and guide their decision-making, that is to say governance processes in general.
Positionality is also seen as strongly entangled with power relations and pow-
er inequalities (Sheppard, 2002; Leitner et al., 2008). Thus, certain positionalities 
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can render entities in a more favourable position concerning certain processes 
in space. This aspect of positionality is also important in terms of the rationali-
ties of entities, their knowledge distribution and the production of ‘truth’ claims 
discussed in the governmentality section below. Nevertheless, the notion of po-
sitionality as described above demonstrates the dilemma if spatialities such as 
scale, place or territory are treated as fixed beings or even as more or less unified 
processes. Contrary to such more structured accounts, as pointed out by Massey 
in regard to the internal heterogeneity of places (Massey, 2005), or the ‘re-scaling’ 
notion of Bulkeley (2005), a focus on positionalities enables us to evaluate signifi-
cant aspects of how governance processes are shaped by the relations of their 
entities. Again, this is not to replace these other spatialities with the concept of 
positionality (cf. Sheppard, 2002), yet it stresses the performing role which posi-
tionality inhabits in the (re-)production of these other spatialities. 
3.1.1 core-periphery relations
Natural resources, wood-based products being no exception, are an often globally 
traded commodity and thus their governance spaces are consequently transna-
tional. This means that relational aspects related to positionalities, rationalities 
and knowledge networks must be regarded in such a transnational, if not global, 
context. An important spatial concept in this regard is the issue of core-periphery 
relations. Since Finland can hardly be considered a peripheral state, core-periph-
ery relations are therefore treated less in the sense of ‘world system’ theory as 
introduced by Wallerstein (1979), but have a spatial focus in respect to market-
resource relations (Hayter & Soyez, 1996; Hayter et al., 2003; Stringer, 2006; article 
I & V).
Core-periphery relations in the sphere of natural resource governance can be 
levelled in many cases with core-market, resource-periphery relations. In this 
constellation the role of core markets and their entities must be described as the 
focus of most economic geographical accounts (Hayter et al., 2003). The conse-
quent negligence of resource peripheries and the need to reveal their stake in 
the processes of a globalized economy are highlighted by Hayter et al. (2003). It is 
further noted that the integration of aspects present in the resource peripheries 
provide new insights, highlight multiplicity and show power-asymmetries be-
tween resource peripheries and core markets (Hayter et al., 2003). These relational 
aspects, also highlighted in accounts on space per se (Massey, 2005), play a vivid 
role in processes of forest certification and governance.
The notion that forest certification derived from protest within the core mar-
kets to highlight mismanagement in various resource peripheries (cf. Soyez, 2002; 
Cashore, 2002; Cashore et al., 2004), the relations and their constant (re-)produc-
tion between these two spheres lies at the heart of their governance processes. 
While these relations between core and periphery can relate to a “relational re-
flexivity” (Murdoch & Miele, 2004; Murdoch, 2006) of consumers, to the products 
they purchase, or NGO boycotts or mediation attempts regarding management 
conflicts, we must be aware of their contested character in the resource peripher-
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ies themselves (Hayter et al., 2003; Sarkki, 2011). These aspects are often glossed 
over in accounts on forest certification through the camouflage of globalized 
unified standards (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Cashore et al., 2004; Klooster, 2005, 2010; 
Stringer, 2006) and consequently also ignore various bio-physical peculiarities of 
the resource areas (e.g. article V). Nevertheless, Hayter et al. (2003), while high-
lighting the difference and uniqueness of resource peripheries compared to the 
core areas, also misses the particular link between them and consequently creates 
a clear separation. Thus, for the sake of clarity, where does this lead us in respect 
to this research project? While aspects and the multiplicity of resource peripher-
ies (in terms of the positionality of its entities) must be accounted for, the evalu-
ation of natural resource governance processes cannot be accomplished without 
integrating them into the wider space of core-periphery relations in general. Such 
relations are, therefore, not merely tied to, for instance, the commodity or value 
chains of wood-based products alone, but entail a far wider array of relations to 
be included. Additionally, core-periphery relations as described within this study 
are not restricted to transnational relations but can also be focused within a na-
tional context. Core-periphery relations have further implications on the role of 
power in relational space and also in regard to positionality. Thus, before moving 
on to aspects of governance, governmentality and knowledge networks the role 
of power requires a short elaboration.
3.1.2 the role of power
While the role of power in this study and its related articles is not the main focal 
point, it nonetheless requires some attention. This is due to the fact that many of 
the relations studied within this framework enable power to be exercised within 
governance processes. Following recent trends in human geography, power is re-
garded as a relational process rather than a property or attributes which actors or 
entities can obtain (Agnew, 1999; Sheppard, 2002; Allen, 2003, 2004, 2009). In con-
trast to such a bounded understanding of power and space, Allen (2009) argues 
for a topological stance on power, a view which is shared by this study. He argues 
that power is not exercised over space (in a topographical sense) but performed 
by the interrelations of entities within a topological space (Allen, 2009, 207). A 
topological approach on power can also be joined with, and add increased un-
derstanding to, the concept of hybrid forms of environmental governance which 
will be described in the section below (cf. Bulkeley, 2005). From the perspective of 
this study, treating power in a subsequent topological manner such as space itself 
enables us, to cite Allen (2009, 207), to understand how “…the mediated exercises 
of power involved draw attention to the spatial and temporal arrangements that 
account for why the presence of a close and powerful body cannot be assumed 
to simply deliver authority and control or why a distant authority has the abil-
ity to manipulate the outcomes of a dispersed set of interests.” Questions such 
as these must lie at the heart of studies on governance spaces where the notions 
of ‘authority’ and ‘powerful body’ in the singular must be extended to spaces 
and their relations; consequently, power from a topological perspective must be 
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plural. Furthermore, the stabilization of topological power constellations is tied 
to spatio-temporal fixes in space, which allow for dominant but also shifting as-
semblages (cf. Allen, 2009).
In addition to this topological perspective on power I draw upon notions of 
power introduced by the work of Michel Foucault (e.g. 1991a, 1991b; Gordon, 1991; 
Lindgren, 2000). While his account of power can be criticized for its ‘micro’ scale 
characteristics and lack of spatial focus (Allen, 2003; Rutherford, 2007), the power/
knowledge nexus provided by Foucault and the bulk of related literature (e.g. 
Lindgren, 2000; Lemke, 2001; Baldwin, 2003; Miller & Rose, 2008; Dean, 2010) 
provide additional means of evaluating the internal workings of governance pro-
cesses. Similar to the topological perspective, power in that regard is relational, 
while power relations are theoretically open, as is relational space itself. Hence, 
power relations are intertwined with knowledge production and its circulation 
throughout governance networks (Lindgren, 2000, 302; Baldwin, 2003, 419), and 
knowledge relations, in regard to how ‘truth’ is produced in order to steer govern-
ance processes, are considered a major aspect of power relations.
3.2 environMentAl governAnce
The aim of the study is to unfold relationalities of environmental forest govern-
ance. Governance itself can be considered a contested and rather fluid concept. 
Starting from the initial debate on spheres of governing and moving from govern-
ment to governance (e.g. Rhodes, 1996; Jessop, 1998; Hubbard et al., 2002), today’s 
usage of the term governance incorporates manifold approaches. Hence, the way 
it is conceptualized within this study requires further description.
Discourses on natural resource exploitation and their environmental aspects 
are at the heart of this study, and governance is strongly henceforth conceptual-
ized from an environmental perspective (e.g. Bulkeley, 2005; McCarthy, 2005a; 
Kooiman & Bavinck, 2005; Kortelainen, 2010). Governance is therefore largely 
seen to challenge a more centralized, structured and often hierarchical form of 
governing attributed to government by nation states or global political agencies. 
These heterarchic properties (Jonas & While, 2005; Jessop, 1998) enable govern-
ance processes to integrate a heterogeneous array of actors, situated within net-
works of multi-scalar reach. Contrarily, frequently utilized conceptualizations 
such as ‘multi-level’ governance (e.g. Bache & Flinders, 2004; Sarkki, 2011) or ‘glob-
al-environmental’ governance (e.g. Lipschutz, 1996; Paterson et al., 2003) largely 
approach governance from a hierarchical perspective. As pointed out by Bulkeley 
(2005), such accounts often treat governance as existing at the global level with its 
impacts trickling down to solve local problems (e.g. Paterson et al., 2003, Cashore 
et al., 2004). 
Another strain of governance, particularly in regard to economic geography 
and trade, are the approaches of global value chain-, global commodity chain-, 
and global production network governance (e.g. Gereffi et al., 2005; Stringer, 2006; 
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Gibbon & Ponte, 2008; Hughes et al., 2008). Developed as a “…tool for understand-
ing the dynamics of economic globalization and international trade…” (Gibbon 
& Ponte 2008, 365-366), such approaches struggle to overcome the hierarchical 
fixes of governance. Moreover, aside from an increased inclusion of external ac-
tors, my point of view is that these approaches too often fall victim to dualistic 
thinking about internal and external actors in the governance process. Therefore, 
the structured, often fixed properties of the scalar hierarchies, leaving little room 
for alternative governance processes, are regarded critically and are in need of 
expansion (Bulkeley, 2005; Kortelainen, 2010).
In governance processes, institutionalized agencies and state organs are com-
plemented, for instance, by local or transnational NGOs, economic and social 
and non-human actors (Bridge & Perreault, 2009; Hubbard et al., 2002). Hence, 
governance is not a replacement for government through institutionalized means 
(e.g. Rhodes, 1996; Jessop, 1998) but the latter is part of the former. Heterarchic un-
derstandings of governance are also displayed by the affix of ‘meta’-governance 
(e.g. Jessop, 1998; Kooiman & Bavinck, 2005). Jessop (1998, 42) describes meta-
governance as the “organization of self-organization” or as critically reviewed 
by Jonas and While (2005, 77) “government of governance”. In his conceptual-
ization of meta-governance, Jessop (1998, 42) describes it as a kind of steering 
process, mainly by state institutions, to guide the self-organization or govern-
ance of private and public actors. While governance is seen as a pluralistic and 
heterarchical process, with the state losing its direct sovereign authority, state 
institutions throughout their negotiating role remain the most important actor 
(Jessop, 1998, 43). Notwithstanding the remaining role of state institutions in 
governance processes (Kooiman et al., 2008; article III), compared to strongly non-
state market-driven governance approaches (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Cashore et al., 
2004), the prioritization of the state’s role is seen as critical. However, the concept 
of meta-governance has further been employed without any central focus on state 
institutions (e.g. Kooiman, 2003; Kooiman & Bavinck, 2005; Kortelainen, 2010).
Kooiman and Bavinck (2005, 19-20) see meta-governance as one of three orders 
of governance: namely, first-order, second-order and meta-governance. I refrain 
from discussing these orders in detail yet I see the need to explain them brief-
ly below. According to Kooiman and Bavinck (2005, 19), first-order governance 
processes take place around the sites of implementation, that is to say where 
problems are defined and solved by the day to day interactions of the actors 
present. First-order governance is chiefly embedded in institutional, settings of 
second-order governance processes where governors and to-be-governed actors 
meet and where problems and solutions are subject to negotiation and regulation. 
Finally, these happenings within the two orders are evaluated and (re-)produced 
by meta-governance processes. Evaluation or input throughout meta-governance 
processes, as stressed by Kooiman and Bavinck (2005, 20), are framed by the ac-
tors’ rationality deriving from verifiable facts. Thus, for Kooiman and Bavinck 
(2005) meta-governance is solely one part of a wider governance network com-
bining these different orders (see also Kooiman et al., 2008; Kortelainen, 2010). 
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Kooiman and Bavinck (2005, 21-22) go on to differentiate between three modes of 
governance: ‘hierarchical-’, ‘self-’ and ‘co-governance’. Self-governance describes 
governing activities independent of state actors, for instance, through de-reg-
ulation or privatization, while co-governance refers to a joint governing effort 
based on a common discourse which lacks a defined leading entity (Kooiman & 
Bavinck 2005, 21-22). Since co-governance is regarded as the most inclusive mode, 
as is the case with the three orders of governance, all three modes are seen to 
act in concert in most cases. In respect to forest and environmental management 
from a periphery perspective in Finland, a similar complex account based on 
a more hybrid conceptualization of governance is introduced by Sarkki (2011). 
Akin to Kooiman and Bavinck (2005), he introduces governance systems consist-
ent with interacting levels and various actor assemblages to drive governance 
performance (cf. Sarkki, 2011).
These approaches to the various orders and modes of governance help us 
to understand the complexity of governance processes to some degree, yet fall 
short of addressing the relationality, and specifically, the spatiality of the spaces 
to be governed. While they stresses certain socio-temporal aspects which influ-
ence and guide the actors involved and their shifting characteristics (Kooiman 
& Bavinck, 2005; Kooiman et al., 2008; Sarkki, 2011), the differentiation presented 
by orders, levels and modes of governance makes it prone, from a geographical 
perspective, to what Agnew (1999) calls the “territorial trap” (see also Bulkeley, 
2005). Thus, they treat spatialities, such as state territoriality, as constant, unified 
entities (Agnew, 1999). Governance processes are therefore presented as occur-
ring on different, more or less bound scales, an aspect contrary to the topological 
approach followed in this study. Still, as pointed out by Bulkeley (2005, 888), such 
a topological approach should not aim to dissolve scale in relation to governance 
processes but evaluate scalar relational characteristics. As scales are considered to 
be socially constructed, McCarthy (2005a) stresses the inseparability of this per-
formance from the production of socionatures in general. Similarly, he adds that 
due to their intertwined processes, relations across scales are hardly separable 
from relations within a scale (McCarthy, 2005a, 738). Thus, grasping the complex-
ity of governance networks from a geographical perspective, and avoiding the 
‘territorial trap’, requires a relational governance approach based on heterogene-
ous networks and their spaces, distinctive from the more fixed, hybrid govern-
ance conception introduced, for instance, by Sarkki (2011), despite its helpful and 
valuable contribution to governance literature.
A valuable approach to hybrid governance systems is offered by Bulkeley 
(2005). She utilizes the term ‘re-scaling’ of governance networks to evaluate newly 
emerging governance constructs and institutions. In these processes a multiplic-
ity of relational networks, cross-cutting, dissolving and (re-)producing scalar gov-
ernance assemblages (re-)produce current and new spaces of governance. Scalar 
assemblages are consequently not tied to territoriality but to their spatiality in a 
wider sense in the same way as governance spaces and their entities (Bulkeley, 
2005). While such a conceptualization of governance enables us to evaluate gov-
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ernance spaces from a relational and spatial perspective, it does not free such an 
attempt from taking into account territorial-bound and nested institutions and 
scales, since the formulations about the governance attempts of most entities and 
their spatial reach are based upon this. 
Generally, relations and the (re-)produced spaces between entities, whether 
human or non-human actors, are treated as the linchpin of the term hybrid gov-
ernance approach followed below. The term ‘hybrid’ as employed in this study is 
paired in many ways with the ideas of Whatmore (2002), such as the need for a 
topological approach and the aim of bringing life into fixed accounts on spatiality 
and society-nature relations. However, with the restricted focus on the material 
aspects of the forest itself in this study (e.g. article V), compared to Whatmore’s 
(2002) account, the term hybridity further refers to the relational character and 
multiplicity of the institution, individuals and material beings involved in for-
est governance (e.g. Bingham & Thrift, 2000; Bulkeley, 2005; McCarthy, 2005b, 
Murdoch, 2006). Thus, the spatiality of governance is highlighted through the 
evaluation of positionality and the (re-)production of spatio-temporal fixes 
which create such hybrid, new scalar governance assemblages as those noted by 
Bulkeley (2005).
Another important aspect within such governance spaces to be discussed 
later is the deployment of knowledge and information to steer governance pro-
cesses (e.g. Kooiman & Bavinck, 2005; Mol, 2006; Miller & Rose, 2008). Knowledge 
(re-)production and distribution concerning forestry are also an aspect which 
enables the integration of the forest itself in respect to society aside from its mate-
rial performance, and supports the hybrid approach of this study (e.g. Castree & 
Braun 2001).Such aspects of knowledge (re-)production and deployment in regard 
to governing processes are at the centre of the concept of governmentality (e.g. 
Foucault, 1991a, 1991b; Gordon, 1991; Miller & Rose, 2008; Dean, 2010). Based on 
the writings and lectures of Michel Foucault (Foucault, 1991a, 1991b, 2008), the 
governmentality approach has found wide distribution in geographical litera-
ture and is employed within this study’s relational framework to evaluate the 
knowledge-related processes of the governance spaces under examination.
Thus said, I see the need to elaborate briefly on the varying terminology re-
garding the term ‘government’ within governmentality literature and to clarify 
my usage of the term in regard to governance. There appears to be a terminologi-
cal phobia concerning the term ‘governance’ within the governmentality litera-
ture (cf. Burchell et al., 1991; Crampton & Elden, 2007; Miller & Rose, 2008; Dean, 
2010), which is visible in its lack of presence. On the one hand, this might relate to 
the fact that at the time of Foucault’s writing the term was not yet integrated into 
the social theoretical debate. On the other hand, it can be explained by the idea 
that the term government often seems equated with governance in literature on 
governmentality, which is visible by various definitions of the term (e.g. Gordon, 
1991; Dean, 2010). While I acknowledge similarities within both approaches, I see 
governance, in the hybrid form conceptualized above and employed within this 
study, as the more encompassing term with governmentality, and its governing 
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forms included in it rather than a replacement. Consequently, and to avoid mis-
conceptions in regard to the terminology utilized, my use of the term govern-
ment refers to governance literature as presented above through institutionalized 
means (e.g. Rhodes, 1996; Jessop, 1998), not in relation to the literature of govern-
mentality presented in the next section. Since governmentality is regarded as 
one aspect of governance processes, albeit a core aspect, its processes, such as ra-
tionalities and regimes of practices, are employed in relation to their influence on 
governance, unlike the situation with most literature of governmentality, which 
describes it in relation to its own understanding of government (e.g. Dean, 2010).
3.3 governMentAlity And knowledge networkS 
Throughout this study, and its affiliated case studies, the importance of knowl-
edge networks to perform environmental governance, and governance per se, is 
highlighted. Knowledge networks are further related to modes of empowerment 
and to constituting power relations. To analyze the (re-)production and distribu-
tion of knowledge, and to unfold their underlying power relations, I employ the 
concept of “governmentality” based originally on two series of lectures by Michel 
Foucault (e.g. Foucault 1991a, 1991b, 2007, 2008). This concept of governmental-
ity has since been the basis of a large body of works analyzing and developing 
Foucault’s initial ideas (e.g. Miller & Rose, 1990, 2008; Burchell et al., 1991; Lemke, 
2001; Murdoch, 2006; Crampton & Elden, 2007; Rutherford, 2007; Dean, 2010;). 
While these references by no means provide an exclusive list of general literature 
on governmentality, my use of the term and the concept is largely based on these 
accounts.
To begin with, despite his focus on the political domain in his governmentality 
lectures (Foucault, 1991a, 1991b), Foucault comprehends the term government to 
entail a broader meaning then merely sovereign or regulatory power enforced by 
the state apparatuses (Gordon, 1991; Lemke, 2001) but as Dean (2010, 18) describes: 
Government is any more or less calculated and rational activity, undertaken by a multiplicity 
of authorities and agencies, employing a variety of techniques and forms of knowledge, that 
seeks to shape conduct by working through the desires, aspirations, interests and beliefs of 
various actors, for definite but shifting ends and with a diverse set of relatively unpredictable 
consequences, effects and outcomes.
Following this broad description, governmentality, or ‘mentalities’ of govern-
ment (cf. Miller & Rose 1990) is concerned with varying forms of knowledge, 
their (re-)production and distribution. Related to thoughts about governing oth-
ers and oneself (e.g. Gordon, 1991), governmentality enables the governing of 
perceived autonomous entities, possibly in distant locations (Miller & Rose 1990, 
2008). Governmental rationalities and their technologies play a vivid role in these 
processes and the evaluation of governance processes, as explained below.
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In studies of governmentality, the term rationality or more commonly ration-
alities, based on the multiplicity highlighted by Foucault (1991a), differs from the 
intrinsic notion of rational behaviour as the right thing to do, in contrast to irra-
tional behaviour as a totalizing opposite (Foucault 1991c, 79). Nonetheless, while 
more or less based on certain calculations of entities as noted by Dean (2010), 
rationalities are regarded as multiple approaches to representing and knowing a 
phenomenon, thus rendering a domain of government thinkable (Gordon, 1991; 
Miller & Rose, 2008). As Foucault (1991c, 79) himself describes governmentality 
as: “…how men govern (themselves and others) by the production of truth…”, 
rationalities are comprised of thoughts considering by whom, for whom, how, 
and what is governed (Gordon, 1991). The role of the term ‘truth’ and questions 
on what is governed specifically require further elucidation.
‘Truth’ in that regard should by no means be regarded as neutral, intrin-
sic knowledge but rather as claims by their producing regimes of practice (e.g. 
Lemke, 2001; Dean, 2010). Regimes of practice entail certain shared rationalities, 
governmental technologies and modes of knowledge production. These “pos-
tulates of thought” or truth (Huxley, 2007, 783-4) are an important aspect of the 
(re-)production of rationalities and vice versa. While being embedded in material 
and institutional settings, Dean (2010, 32) associate regimes of practice as being 
constituted by the minds of the actors involved, and they are henceforth regarded 
as more or less stable networks of entities entailing specific goals and practices to 
achieve them. Since rationalities shape the knowledge of actors and thus influence 
their conduct (Okereke et al., 2009; Dean, 2010), regimes of practice, often tied to 
certain sets of knowledge production and ‘truth’ claims, aim to colonize spaces 
of governance with their claims, that is to say also influence or steer govern-
ance processes through the (re-)production of knowledge networks. It should be 
pointed out that while knowledge networks might seek to establish a structured 
system of knowledge production and distribution through their regimes of prac-
tice, the term as employed in this study involves such networking processes not as 
a process of structuration but as space as well, as one of constant (re-)production.
The rationalities on what is governed are primarily tied to problematizations 
perceived in the domain to be governed (e.g. Miller & Rose, 2008; Dean, 2010). For 
instance, a current method for governing a specific domain is called into question 
and is considered to require novel or different approaches. A similar focus on 
“problem and solution” is also found in literature on transnational environmental 
governance (e.g. Kooiman & Bavinck, 2005). Such problematizations, for instance, 
global warming, are neither universal nor pre-given to their integration into vari-
ous rationalities (Miller & Rose, 2008), but emerge and are (re-)produced due to 
the positionalities of entities in the spaces to be governed. Problematizations of 
government are commonly tied to regimes of practice (Dean, 2010). Yet, based on 
Foucault’s account of aspects of governing the self (e.g. Foucault, 1991c), regimes 
of practice, while shaping the conduct of governed entities, are at the same time 
(re-)produced by individuals, their rationalities and problematizations. These 
processes do not solely occur within such groups, institutions or communities 
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(e.g. forestry) themselves, but also include actors external to them. In that regard, 
rationalities, as treated throughout the case studies (articles II-V), are expressed 
to integrate rationalities residing on the individual level, compared to more com-
mon, empirical accounts treating them largely in relation to programs of gov-
ernment by states or institutions (e.g. Miller & Rose, 1990, 2008; Murdoch, 1995, 
2004; Baldwin, 2003; Merlingen, 2003; Death, 2011). However, while rationalities 
render governance domains thinkable, on the individual level, within a regime 
of practice or for the governed entities, governmental technologies are required 
to render these thoughts actionable (Miller & Rose, 1990, 2008).
Governmental technologies, also termed technologies of government (Miller 
& Rose, 2008) or political technologies (e.g. Baldwin, 2003; article III), themselves 
based on the usage of the term bio-politics or politics as noted by Foucault (1991a, 
2008; Gordon, 1991; Lemke, 2001), aim to translate perceived domains of govern-
ing, so-called rationalities, into practice by routinized means (Foucault, 1991c; 
Miller & Rose, 1990, 2008). Such technologies are an instrument for governing 
a domain including actors and institutions of implementation. Governmental 
technologies can include technical standards, procedures, vocabularies or control 
mechanisms based on certain rationalities aimed at managing a governed space 
(Huxley, 2007; Miller & Rose, 2008). Thus, technologies can be considered a tool 
of governance utilized or promoted by a regime of practice to facilitate the solu-
tion of a problematization based on their rationalities. In terms of environmental 
forest governance as the main subject of this study, the two forest certification 
schemes are deployed as technologies to overcome the problematization of unsus-
tainable forest management. With their underlying standards, monitoring meth-
ods, and calculative practices they display good examples of how governmental 
technologies and their regimes of practice operate (e.g. Baldwin, 2003). However, 
it must be pointed out that overarching technologies, such as forest certification 
schemes, are influenced, supported and consist of numerous other technologies, 
facilitating or hindering their development. Nevertheless, it is important to note 
that rationalities, as well as their related technologies, should by no means be 
equated with final modes of implementation or their materialization in reality. 
Yet, they allow us to study the regimes of knowledge and truth productions that 
are concerned with governing a specific domain, and thereby enable to examine 
the related knowledge networks (re-)producing transnational governance spaces. 
In regard to the relation between knowledge and power, this specifically is why 
the concept of governmentality is employed and where it adds value to this study.
Despite the limited interest shown by Foucault himself (e.g. Darier 1999), the 
environment as a domain of subjectification by means of governmentality is 
part of an extensive and growing body of literature (e.g. Murdoch, 1995, 2004; 
Luke, 1995; Baldwin, 2003; Agrawal, 2005; Rutherford, 2007; Rydin, 2007; Gibbon 
& Ponte, 2008; Death, 2011). For instance, Timothy Luke (1995, 1999) and Arun 
Agrawal (2005) employ the term of environmentality for that purpose. Foucault’s 
(e.g. 2008, 1991a) governmentality targets the population, but the environment 
must be integrated into the analysis of governance processes as it frames human 
44
existence with biophysical aspects (Luke, 1995). Thus, the bio-power/knowledge 
nexus of Foucault becomes an eco-knowledge/geo power process (Luke, 1995; 
Baldwin, 2003; Rutherford, 2007). In this regard, the environment, or eco-knowl-
edge, is tied to the rationalities and problematizations of governance (e.g. article 
III). While this approach is helpful in integrating the environment into studies of 
governmentality, and the term eco-knowledge is employed in article III, I refrain 
from using it later in this study. Owing to the multiplicity of rationalities, and in 
regard to the multiple positionalities of actors in this study as well, I perceive the 
use of a prefix such as eco to ignore this multiplicity involving the way in which 
rationalities are constituted and (re-)produced. With the discourse on sustainabil-
ity largely embedded into discussions on its ecological aspects, eco-knowledge 
alone is merely one aspect to steer the conduct of entities.
While employing governmentality as one concept in this study, some of its 
critics must be mentioned and addressed as well. These critics also cater to the 
need to broaden the concept in order to utilize it within the framework concept 
of relational space of environmental forest governance. Rutherford (2007) points 
out several aspects and I will briefly discuss three. First, the danger of treating 
governing programs as completed pieces; second, the common lack of consider-
ing differences; and, third, often state-centred approach to studies of govern-
mentality. By seeing space as constantly being (re-)produced and shaped by a 
multiplicity of relations (Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006), governing programs from 
this perspective are permanently shifting as well. This occurs despite certain 
apparently fixed power constellations (Lindgren, 2000) or spatio-temporal fixes 
(Jessop, 2006, 2007) in this sphere. In a similar way this accounts for the second 
criticism; the positionality of the entities are co-produced by their rationalities 
and vice versa, while consent and contestation are examined in the evaluation of 
knowledge and governance networks. Finally, I regard the utilized framework as 
far from being state-centred, as even in article III, with its focus on state procure-
ment regulations, state institutions are regarded as merely one among a multi-
plicity of involved entities in the hybrid governance processes. Hence, utilizing 
the concept of governmentality is regarded a valuable concept when approached 
with caution and a relational conception of space. It then allows an evaluation 
of how rationalities, regimes of practice and their knowledge networks shape 
transnational forest and environmental governance. 
Thus, in this study, aspects of governmentality, excluding the procurement 
directive focus of article III, are mainly employed in regard to the rationalities 
of entities and the knowledge networks they are entangled with, rather than to 
overarching, centralized programs of government. The concept is later, and in 
the articles, employed to unfold the multiplicity of rationalities which lie aground 
the varying regimes of practices and their governmental technologies. They dem-
onstrate the influence of varying, opposing ‘truth’ claims, by which their distri-
bution through knowledge networks shape transnational governance processes. 
The heterogeneity of positionalities, rationalities, the multiplicity of regimes of 
practice and the varying technologies deployed for materialization, and (transna-
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tional) governance processes therefore demand a relational concept of the spaces 
to be governed. This chapter has conceptualized the theoretical framework and 
the terms utilized in this study and sought to provide the reader with a deeper 
understanding in order to follow my argumentation in the next section. There, 
the theoretical framework will be put into practice, and with the help of the five 
case studies some central aspects of the relational space of environmental forest 
governance will be presented.
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4 Unfolding relational 
spaces of environmental 
forest governance: 
sustainable forest 
management controversies 
in core-periphery relations
As a follow-up to the conceptualization section of this study, and in preparation for 
drawing intelligible conclusions from this research project, the following sections 
aim to present some of the facets which link the five case studies to provide a more 
encompassing picture. Therefore, it does not duplicate the empirical findings from 
the different case studies to create a general account of governance processes, but 
utilizes features of these different cases to highlight the heterogeneities and complexi-
ties present in transnational environmental governance spaces. In connection to the 
dissertations title, this seeks to ‘unfold’ the (re-)production of these relational spaces 
and present some key aspects in regard to their core-periphery and other relations.
The term ‘unfolding’ of relational spaces can be treated from two perspectives. 
First, in regard to the aim of this dissertation and its associated articles to dem-
onstrate the topologies of governance spaces and, second, from the standpoint 
of relational space being “…always unfinished and always becoming… (Massey, 
2005, 59)”, it thus unfolds itself in its processes of (re-)production. While this dis-
sertation presents only a minor part of the latter perspective, in terms of its impact 
on spaces of environmental forest governance, I seek to provide a convincing 
account of the former to enhance the understanding of the latter. Unfolding from 
the perspective of this study must not be mistaken with uncovering accounts of 
‘good’ or ‘bad‘ governance or failures of governance (cf. Jessop, 1998; Cashore et 
al., 2004; Sarkki, 2011) since it evaluates processes instead of judging eventual 
outcomes. In this respect the study follows a rather Foucauldian approach, since, 
like Foucault, the question of defining himself as to what is ‘good’ and ‘bad’ was 
of little interest since these terms are context-dependent (Darier, 1999).
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This discussion section will delve into two core aspects that are considered to 
be of major importance in the processes of environmental governance: positional-
ity and knowledge networks. Considered in the light of earlier parts of this dis-
sertation, which highlighted their interconnectivity and entwinement, it might 
appear to be an odd choice to separate these two aspects in a section aiming to 
merge the overall theory with the empirical body of research. However, I decided 
to treat these two aspects in separate sections, though they are connected through 
their theoretical conceptions, since I consider this choice to enhance a more pro-
found understanding of the relationalities at hand. Further on, when the sections 
overlap in much of their underlying theoretical and empirical aspects, it provides 
better opportunities to highlight the relational processes which connect these two 
spheres. This contextualization should make clear that despite presenting these 
processes as separate to some degree, does not mean that any of these processes 
should be understood to be performed on its own. In contrast, the two following 
sections, by explaining these important processes, aim to prepare the ground for 
a conclusive view and presentation of the relational space of environmental forest 
governance per se. 
4.1 knowledge networkS for SUStAinAble SPAceS 
And their toPologieS
“Seeking to delineate sustainable circuits and spaces depends critically upon how ‘sustain-
ability’ and ‘sustainable development’ are defined” (Hudson, 2005, 241)
Following this statement by Hudson, one of the first questions which must be ad-
dressed in regard to knowledge networks, their regimes of practice and their shift-
ing rationalities is matters of ‘problematizations’ of governance and their stated 
solutions (e.g. Dean, 2010). As has been indicated in the first two chapters of this 
dissertation the basic problematizations of transnational forest governance are 
often viewed as being situated in the need to improve forest management towards 
SFM and provide an international, regulative framework to achieve SFM. This 
should bring about a halt to global forest loss, environmental degradation as well 
as climate change, and provide social justice for indigenous, forest-dwelling peo-
ple. While this problematization represents the attitude which has been publicly 
promoted by the certification systems and many of their supporters, especially 
NGOs, it only provides an impoverished idea of the problematizations which (re-)
produce environmental forest governance spaces. Not only does such singularity 
ignore the relations of problematizations external to forestry, that are influential 
for its actors, but it further ignores the multiple nature of this problematization 
in itself within forest governance space; for example, the variety of multiple and 
shifting rationalities which (re-)produce regimes of practice and seek to steer the 
conduct of entities (Miller & Rose, 2008; Dean, 2010). Since the attempt to present 
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a more or less inclusive account of these specific problematizations themselves is 
critical owing to the multiple, relational approach of this dissertation, it is none-
theless important to bear  these aspects in mind when evaluating the processes 
of knowledge networks and their regimes of practice. 
The reminder of the dissertation will in partial present aspects of varying 
problematizations concerning SFM, forest governance and certification and high-
light the relational influences on their (re-)production. It mainly does this in terms 
of the varying rationalities which (re-)produce the problematizations of entities 
and their entanglement through regimes of practice into various, yet connected 
transnational knowledge networks. To approach this sphere of the relational 
space under examination, a variation of knowledge networks, maintained and 
(re-)produced by several regimes of practice and widely based on the case studies 
(specifically article III, IV, V) will be presented. While comparing their trajecto-
ries, rationalities and the relations as well as their spatio-temporal properties this 
section aims to merge these networks to present a true, though not all-inclusive, 
relational enactment of knowledge networks in the core-periphery relations of 
forest governance. Similar to the case study framework, this will be performed 
in a shift from the markets towards the actors in the resource peripheries. This 
apparent one-way direction should not imply that the knowledge networks them-
selves have properties fixed to a certain scale, which is certainly not the case, but 
follows the empirical research framework and the entities interviewed in that 
regard. Thus it presents the networks from the actors’ accounts that are situated 
in a certain locality (e.g. core market, national political level).
Forest certification arises from discontent with past and recent forest manage-
ment practice, a process which, largely related to core-periphery relations (e.g. 
Hayter & Soyez, 1996, article I), can be seen as the initial knowledge network lay-
ing the groundwork for most of those described later on (e.g. knowledge networks 
in articles III, IV, V). One of the first important aspects of this emerging knowl-
edge network was the awareness it created within European core markets such 
as Germany and the UK towards the resource peripheries and the various supply 
chain characteristics of wood-based products. By promoting knowledge, or certain 
‘truth’ claims about forestry in these resource peripheries, NGOs such as WWF and 
Greenpeace became very successful in creating what Murdoch and Miele (2004), in 
relation to food products, called the “relational reflexivity” of consumers. Protest 
campaigns showing large clear cuts, ‘homeless’ animals prone to extinction, and 
the loss of livelihood of many indigenous forest-dwelling people provided visuals 
which performed as powerful relations to shape the rationalities of the observer, 
her/himself detached from the actual happenings in most cases. By opening a 
Pandora’s box of coreperiphery relations in transnational forest governance, an 
issue similar to that described as “roughing up the surfaces” by Crang (1996, 51) 
for transnational food supply chains, NGO campaigns opened up a new, contested 
playing field requiring new regimes of practice, rationalities and technologies.
Since FSC certification initially provided the only technology to remedy the 
problems put forth, its regimes of practice, consisting largely of NGOs, found 
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themselves in an almost monopolistic role to disseminate their ‘truth’ claims 
and rationalities on the questions of environmental forest governance. Following 
Gordon (1991), we can ask who governs and for whom, how and what is governed 
to achieve SFM. With the establishment of PEFC and other competing regimes 
and claims (also against FSC) about SFM and forest governance, this perceived 
though never clearly existing monopoly vanished, it is interesting to observe that 
in respect to knowledge networks directly linked to the consumers in the core 
markets this regime remains dominant. However, due to the role of NGOs in 
civil society and publicity campaigns, compared to the role of corporations or 
forestry associations in that sphere, this might be not so surprising. In addition, 
as pointed out by Dawkins (2004), corporations lack the credibility of NGOs when 
publicly promoting environmental or social achievements (see also Eden & Bear, 
2010; article II). Nevertheless, even within their most powerful realm of protest 
and market campaigns, the regimes of practice supporting FSC are contested, as 
the example of forester protests supporting PEFC in the German retail markets 
demonstrated (e.g. article IV). Providing a good example of positionality in gov-
ernance spaces, this example will be discussed in more detail in the next section. 
The weakness of PEFC and its supporting regimes of practice in such market 
campaigns in contrast to its global success also demonstrate the rather partial 
role of consumer-oriented spheres and their knowledge networks, which focus 
largely on lay persons, in transnational forest governance. Hence, understanding 
governance processes must include knowledge networks among entities involved 
professionally with forestry, forest trade or politics.
Emerging knowledge networks related to NGO protest campaigns performed 
green markets within the European core areas (e.g. Kortelainen, 2008). Hence, 
based on the increasing relational reflexivity (Murdoch & Miele, 2004) of consum-
ers and business customers in these areas, supply actors had to situate themselves 
within this newly emerging space. In a similar vein, such a change has been 
described as a move from “…mute to reflective power…” by Tynkkynen (2010, 
253) in terms of public integration into the planning discourses in St. Petersburg, 
Russia. While such a move has not necessarily forced the planning institutions to 
follow the public demands, it forced them to react and define their ‘truth’ claims 
(Tynkkynen, 2010). Thus, returning to forest governance, especially transnational 
corporations, who were in the main line of fire of the NGO campaigns (articles I, 
II, IV), had to either succumb to the regimes of practice fostering FSC and promot-
ed by most NGOs or promote their own regimes of practice in regard to solving 
some of the commonly shared problems of transnational forestry, and their own 
‘truth’. It should be noted from the outset that to my understanding not a single 
transnational corporation has fully succumbed to the initial NGO regimes, but 
certain publicly promoted aspects have been integrated into their own regimes. 
An illustration of this is the European retail and DIY sector with its often pro-
FSC public agenda, as demonstrated by Hornbach AG in article II. Nevertheless, 
to remedy critical rationalities, (re-)produced through the relational reflexivities 
(Murdoch & Miele, 2004) stemming from knowledge-based NGO campaigns, 
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and to establish their own regimes of practice, forest- and wood-based industries 
had to establish knowledge networks which enable them to promote their ‘truth’ 
claims in shaping the rationalities of customers and consumers (cf. Lemke, 2001; 
Dean, 2010).
These business-focused knowledge networks are discussed in depth in article 
IV. In terms of forest certification systems article IV mentions two major regimes 
of practice. These regimes of practice are distinct since one follows a critical ap-
proach based on monopoly claims for FSC and the other a pragmatic approach 
which demands a mutual recognition of PEFC and FSC as accepted technologies 
to provide SFM. The utilized terminology of ‘critical’ and ‘pragmatic’ stems from 
the fact that they were the terms attributed to the two certification systems and 
their supporting regimes by several of the interviewees (see article IV). Due to 
the relational approach of this study I refer to these specific regimes in the plu-
ral, since they do not possess fixed properties aside from their relation to a cer-
tain spatio-temporal fix, nor do the rationalities of the involved entities entirely 
match each other. Nevertheless, they promote and utilize similar technologies to 
achieve a shared problematization. The critical regimes of practice entail a con-
tinuation of the knowledge networks surrounding the NGO market campaigns 
and protests, and draw largely upon similar rationalities deeming most recent 
forest practices as insufficient to achieve SFM. However, while the initiation of 
public protest campaigns may be suitable as a governmental technology to raise 
public awareness among consumers, these critical regimes of practice employ 
further technologies specifically tailored to address actors in a business environ-
ment such as the Global Forest and Trade Network (GFTN) or various databases 
(article IV). An example of such a database is the WWF Paper Score Card, an 
online database which ranks the environmental footprint of paper products (e.g. 
article IV). Additionally, while publicly organized protest against forest manage-
ment, often following similar schemata, are regarded as technologies by NGOs to 
maintain the threat of market campaigns against certain companies, these latter 
technologies provide the means for the critical regimes of practice to integrate 
companies into their knowledge networks, (co-)produce their rationalities and 
influence governance processes (e.g. GFTN members, see article IV). As bluntly 
stated by one interviewee about environmental NGOs and their ability to initi-
ate protest campaigns, “… if there is no scandal, then they can create a scandal 
[…] and environmental groups manage to attach a scandal to any company…” 
(Interview I, translated from German by the author). This enables NGOs to pro-
mote their ‘truth’ claims about forestry and technologies to provide SFM specifi-
cally to market-based companies and business customers; this is, however, less 
the case with transnational forest industries linked to resource peripheries, an 
aspect related to the positionality of the entities.
Core-market-based companies are the business customers of these transna-
tional forestry industries, and as such are also the core locus of their pragmatic 
regimes of practice. Contrary to the critical regimes, these pragmatic regimes 
mainly lack executive governmental technologies and knowledge networks such 
  51
as market campaigns to threaten the companies into compliance. In contrast, 
pragmatic regimes must (re-)produce and promote ‘truth’ claims about technolo-
gies of SFM, mainly PEFC, to establish them as sufficient technologies in the 
rationalities of their customers, that is, to sell their PEFC-certified products and 
establish this label as accepted technology alongside FSC. It is sufficient in that 
regard to have the capability to prevent NGO campaigns or negative public repu-
tation (articles II & IV). Thus, promoters of the pragmatic regimes have to (re-)
produce a kind of ‘system trust’ (Bachmann, 2001) of their technologies in the 
rationalities of business customers (article II & IV). The influence of knowledge, 
or ‘truth’ claims in these business-based knowledge networks concerning what 
is sufficient to achieve SFM is thus not solely based upon certification criteria, 
environmental data of forestry or economic supply chain issues, but involves a 
large array of often-perceived external relations.
While most of these perceived external relations are involved in the position-
ality of entities and treated in the following section, external relations tied to the 
(re-)production of knowledge networks and their regimes of practice differ in one 
major aspect: varying relations of these regimes presented above to core markets, 
respectively resource areas. While the critical regimes of practice contain stronger 
linkages to the core markets through NGO campaigning (e.g. Cashore et al., 2004; 
Kortelainen, 2008; article I), the relations of the pragmatic regimes appear denser 
in regard to resource areas, respectively forestry itself. In Europe this is not only 
the case with resource peripheries, but is similar to the forest sectors in the core 
markets themselves, as PEFC dominance in Germany or France suggests (e.g. ar-
ticle III). Thus, the respective knowledge networks (re-)produced by the various 
regimes of practice are linked to quite different entities and highlight the trans-
national character of relational governance processes. While the critical regime is 
performed largely through lay persons in the core markets, the pragmatic regime 
has recently been stronger, and is tied to forestry practitioners in Europe. It must 
be stressed that I do not refer to how the knowledge on forestry practices is gained 
and (re-)produced, since both regimes utilize highly educated forest professionals 
and academics, but the critical approach seems to entail more fertile ground, with 
entities not concerned with its direct implementation. 
A glimpse at the core markets of wood products indicates that consumers and 
business customers are linked to a heterogeneous variety of knowledge networks 
which (re-)produce their rationalities on issues such as forest certification or for-
est management. While for business customers rationalities are strongly based 
on economic considerations, consumer preferences (as stated in biased polls) are 
often driven by rationalities based on personal values, knowledge of forestry or 
perceived moral obligations often embedded through the socio-cultural context 
of the actors. Rationalities about one or another forest governance system are 
therefore never solely (re-)produced by knowledge concerning the performance 
of the system itself but also on knowledge which (re-)produces the pre-concep-
tualization of the issues at stake, such as the need for environmental protection, 
personal support for a NGO or, for instance, a dislike for the Green Party (article 
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III). The importance of knowledge external to forestry practices in shaping ration-
alities about forest certification and further governmental technologies to achieve 
SFM acquires increased importance based on the dislocation of most entities from 
the forest areas/peripheries and forestry itself (article IV). Most business custom-
ers and consumers of wood products in the core markets, aside from their reliance 
on external knowledge on SFM practices, be it from NGOs, companies or institu-
tions, have a limited understanding of and concern for the implementation and 
peculiarities of certain criteria or performance standards. Consequently, offered 
various ‘truth’ claims by different regimes of practice, entities base their decisions 
not only on some criteria or achievements, but to their rationalities which are (re-)
produced by multiple knowledge relations (articles III & IV). 
Since rationalities of entities (re-)produce their problematizations of the realm 
to be governed (Miller & Rose, 2008; Dean, 2010), this in turn impacts on the knowl-
edge and ‘truth’ claims provided by the respective regimes of practice. Therefore, 
the problematizations of entities dislocated from forestry and the resource periph-
eries themselves, such as most consumers and business customers in the core mar-
kets, differ for obvious reasons since their rationalities involving technologies for 
SFM seldom take practical aspects of implementation into account. Additionally, 
in regard to the core-periphery dislocation of consumers and resources it was 
stated that “…the more distant and less the personal knowledge, the more people 
believe what others tell them about it…” (Interview II, translated from German by 
the author). On the other hand, while problematizations (re-)produced by entities 
directly linked to forestry are based more on such practical aspects, they often 
ignore the rationalities of core-market entities as important aspects of forest gov-
ernance, despite the fact that these entities are the main consumers of their prod-
ucts. However, in regard to the business environment of customer demands, as 
evaluated in article IV, of utmost importance is establishing the respective ‘truth’ 
claims of the regimes about what is sufficient for SFM or the ‘real’ SFM label versus 
‘green-wash’ label to the customers of these products. Such claims must contain 
more or less sufficient acknowledgeable ‘facts’ to render the respective systems 
trustworthy in the eyes of the customer and consumer. Thus, the respective tech-
nologies promoted by these regimes cannot consist only of hot air, even though 
this is an aspect often claimed by NGOs in regard to PEFC (articles III, IV, V).
The critical regimes are well acquainted to utilize the rationalities of enti-
ties in the core markets and (re-)produce these rationalities based on the NGO 
problematizations. Knowledge can therefore focus on high standards and strict 
criteria while other technologies are discredited or rendered untrustworthy by 
technologies such as databases, visual examples or reports, as mentioned above. 
In contrast, the pragmatic regimes of practice include the rationalities of forest 
practitioners in the resource areas, and as such represent an important share of 
the entities of the regimes, and must be balanced by the rationalities of entities in 
the core markets (articles IV & V). These varying rationalities and their relational-
ity shape the processes on how the different regimes (re-)produce their knowledge 
networks and promote their ‘truth’ claims to entities in the core markets. Still, as 
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most of these features are also related to the positionality of entities, I will return 
to this in the next section and focus initially on the rationalities of forestry and 
the frequently ignored role of states in increasingly privatized governance spaces.
4.1.1 Forgotten rationalities of forestry and state institutions
An important feature of transnational forest governance spaces in relation to 
knowledge networks is the common socio-spatial dislocation between entities 
in the core and the peripheries. Knowledge and ‘truth’ claims on forestry prac-
tices, certification criteria and actual processes occurring in the forests, are (re-)
produced by a multiplicity of entities and promoted by the same. However, while 
regimes of practice must convince entities in the core of their ‘truth’ claims and 
shape their rationalities accordingly, SFM remains a postulate of thoughts, as 
mentioned by Huxley (2007, 783-4), as these entities do not require physical ef-
forts to achieve the same. Rationalities of entities in forestry, on the other hand, 
are (re-)produced through largely differing knowledge networks, heavily based 
on their own experiences in the field and their socio-cultural work environment 
of institutions (articles III & V).
Again, the quote from Hudson (2005, 241) about the importance of delineating 
sustainable spaces is an important point of departure in that regard. The govern-
mental rationalities of entities directly involved in forestry, thus their problemati-
zations of SFM, are more tightly linked to their personal livelihoods, which they 
see affected by possible changes in SFM criteria. As demonstrated in article V, the 
frequent perception that various new SFM criteria have been integrated into for-
estry and a certain attitude that the entire practical burden is to be borne without 
gaining (financial) reward must be regarded as an important part of the rationali-
ties of sustainability in forestry. Aside from its focus on indigenous people, for 
instance Sami reindeer herders in Finnish Lapland (e.g. Sarkki, 2011), the critical 
regime of practice often fails to account for these aspects within their knowledge 
networks. In addition to governmental relations deriving from their own activi-
ties and perceptions, entities active in forestry are further subject to governmen-
tal programs by institutional actors such as forest associations. In respect to the 
case of Finland, article V describes in detail how the current, monopolized setting 
of forestry-related institutions with their knowledge networks are enabled to (re-)
produce the rationalities of entities through governmental means. In this case, the 
current legislative framework provides a monopoly for the institutional settings 
of regional forest centres and forest-owner unions in terms of forest manage-
ment and planning of private forests. Having said this, I would like to stress that 
while institutional settings have a finite impact on governance processes, I view 
this as flawed to conceptualize certain institutional conditions, such as a strong 
national forest owner association in a certain country, with specific outcomes on 
the possibilities of certain governmental technologies as proposed, for instance, 
by Cashore et al. (2004, 2007) in their various national case studies.
In the forests as much as in the markets or throughout the supply chains the 
two major regimes of practice remain at the core of knowledge networks concern-
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ing forest certification and the means of SFM. However, with the move into the 
realm of forestry the rationalities of entities move from lay, external knowledge 
on forestry towards professional, often internal knowledge. Here I mean internal 
in the sense of within the knowledge networks consisting of entities in forestry. 
Thus, the rationalities of foresters and companies working in the forests, such as 
contractors, are also (re-)produced by regimes of practice pre-dating the discourse 
on certification and SFM. Regimes of practice such as the monopoly-like institu-
tional forestry framework in Finland (article V) or the German foresters, who see 
themselves as the inventors of sustainability based on historical aspects of forest 
management in respect to the invention of sustained yield forestry (article III), 
are spatio-temporal fixes which are positioned as more naturalized in the sense 
described by Harvey (1996) and Murdoch (2006). These strongly locally embed-
ded regimes of practice and their rationalities impact strongly on the technologies 
deemed as appropriate for SFM and forest management per se (e.g. articles III & 
V). Thus, it must be stressed that aside from the criteria of certification itself, an 
aspect often described as possible to implement (article V), the rationalities of for-
est practitioners are not only based upon such criteria, to say nothing about the 
desire of consumers for ‘green’ products in the core markets, but on a heterogene-
ous array of knowledge (re-)produced by a variety of regimes of practice based on 
rationalities which cut across multiple spheres. In the Finnish and North Karelian 
case (article V), it even appears that the discourse on certification schemes is far 
from being perceived in the same way by most actors. This is due to the fact that 
certification, first, plays only a partial role in the minds of all actors and, second, 
that it is generally not deemed necessary from a forester perspective in order to 
achieve better results (cf. article V).
I will henceforth refrain from further elucidation of the empirical results of ar-
ticle V in regard to forestry institutions, perspectives of companies and workers, 
and their knowledge networks. However, these aspects indicate the importance of 
knowledge networks and their regimes of practice in the peripheries and forests 
since they (re-)produce the rationalities which directly guide implementation in 
comparison to the rationalities of market actors such as consumers and business 
customers or their preferences. Therefore, since criteria and standards are only 
as strong as their implementation, rationalities which guide the conduct of actors 
and entities in the forest resource peripheries cannot be ignored in accounts of 
environmental forest governance. These findings are further supported by ac-
counts of varying implementation practices within the same certification systems 
(CEPI, 2004; Ozinga, 2004; Auld et al., 2008; article I). The role of forestry institu-
tions and agencies further provides a link to the influence of state actors, often 
regarded as external to privatized governance processes such as certification (e.g. 
Haufler, 2003; Cashore et al., 2004). Due to the fact that in most European, if not all, 
countries in general, forest resources are to some degree managed or controlled 
by state-funded institutions (e.g. articles I, III, V), these entities remain important 
in the (re-)production of knowledge on SFM. While state institutions utilize the 
forestry knowledge networks and regimes of practice as described above and in 
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article V, they further (re-)produce rationalities in their role as a major consumer 
and business customer. An important governmental program to shape rationali-
ties and governance processes in regard to SFM and forest certification is green 
public procurement (GPP) or sustainable public procurement (SPP) by nation 
states or EU bodies (article III).
In public procurement, by setting more or less binding purchase standards 
for state agencies, state institutions become entangled in the regimes of prac-
tice and their technologies to achieve SFM. For the critical and the pragmatic 
regimes of practice, GPP/SPP policies are a playing field of utmost importance 
since they are governmental technologies, similar to protest campaigns which 
can perform markets for certain products (cf. Kortelainen, 2008). With the prag-
matic approach as the currently dominant regime of practice in the EU and most 
of its member states which possess their own GPP/SPP legislation, it nonetheless 
highlights the temporality, multiple relations and influence of state institutions 
in the (re-)production of governance processes. As noted in article III, knowl-
edge and rationalities (re-)produced within the discourses of such legislation is 
based on a multiplicity of sources such as party politics, competing materials 
or economic data. This not only highlights actual state influences in govern-
ance processes by means of (re-)producing governmental rationalities but also 
demonstrates that such rationalities, as much as the regimes of practice they 
promote, are (re-)produced by a heterogeneous array of knowledge relations (e.g. 
Foucault, 1991a, 1991b, 1991c; Gordon, 1991; article III). Most of these knowledge 
relations are external to the direct criteria of the certification systems which are 
chosen from within the process to determine GPP/SPP policy (cf. article III). For 
instance, the political preferences of the majority of farmers and foresters or the 
perception of local economics, as has been the case in Germany, are influential 
relations (articles II & III). However, all the various features of knowledge net-
works presented above do not perform on their own but in concert with (re-)
producing their part of the relational space of environmental forest governance. 
The last part of this section combines the different knowledge networks pre-
sented above and in the articles (II-V) by highlighting the major relations and 
links between them, and by demonstrating a visualization of the relationality 
of these networks.
4.1.2 governmental aspects of environmental forestry spaces
Regimes of practice must cater to different entities and consider the relationality 
of their rationalities to promote their technologies. Failure to do so may result in 
conflict and contestation of the technologies promoted. Figure 3 shows the rela-
tional knowledge space of the various knowledge networks presented above and 
throughout the articles, and offers a large, yet non-exclusive array of relations at 
stake within these processes. The processes and relationalities of knowledge net-
works, knowledge production and distribution provide an in-depth picture of the 
role of knowledge in environmental governance spaces. While this is not a tool 
or framework for calculating specific outcomes of governance, it shows how the 
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rationalities of the involved entities are subject to formulation by such complex 
and transnational governance processes. It provides a clearer, more profound pic-
ture of how networks of knowledge production and distribution are constituted 
and how various regimes of practice, linked to a multiplicity of focal areas, are 
interrelated with one another. Furthermore, it displays the multiplicity of rela-
tions from a transnational perspective which must be considered when evaluat-
ing governance. Since rationalities shape the action of entities and their conduct 
in governance processes (e.g. Okereke et al., 2009; Dean, 2010), the relations which 
constitute their (re-)production are of utmost importance to unfold the influences 
of transnational knowledge networks in governance spaces.
While Figure 3 is a schematic depiction of the relationality of knowledge 
networks in environmental forest governance, it requires some further elucida-
tion. Therefore, the blue boxes, representing the various knowledge networks 
described above, cannot be regarded as enclosed systems. Due to the open char-
acter of spaces (Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006), these knowledge networks interact 
and are, aside from their internal relations, (re-)produced by their relations with 
a multiplicity of further knowledge networks linked to environmental forest gov-
ernance. Moreover, these knowledge networks and their regimes of practice are 
(co)produced by an array of further relations and spatio-temporal fixes stemming 
from issues which are not only related to forestry. These aspects are demonstrated 
by the arrows on the left, which provide an overview on the most influential re-
lations evaluated by this study in the different scalar settings of core-periphery 
relations of transnational forest governance processes. Nevertheless, the open, 
relational character of space, knowledge and power (Foucault, 1991a, 1991b, 1991c; 
Murdoch, 2006; Allen, 2009), aspects of contestation and even marginalization 
must be taken into account (Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006). The utilization of 
the evaluated knowledge networks consisting of various regimes of practice by 
entities in the struggle to promote their ‘truth’ claims (e.g. Dean, 2010) is often 
guided by attempts to exclude opposing entities and their rationalities as well as 
institutional structures which might preclude the direct participation of certain 
entities for (cf. Murdoch, 2006).
The consensual and contested character of space as described by Murdoch 
(2006) is visual throughout the case studies (articles I-V). Articles III-V are spe-
cifically concerned with governmental aspects of knowledge and rationalities, 
thus related to Gordon’s (1991) notions of questions of by whom, for whom, how, 
and what is governed. Following research questions ii and iii of this thesis, on 
the influence of knowledge networks and rationalities on transnational forest 
governance, some examples will be highlighted on the basis of Figure 3. This 
provides an illustrative account of the role of knowledge in transnational govern-
ance processes, its multiplicity as well as possible restrictions, and will conclude 
this chapter.
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Figure 3: Relational aspects of knowledge networks in the transnational spaces 
of environmental forest governance processes.
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‘Truth’ claims by regimes of practice demonstrate the role of knowledge and ra-
tionalities in regard to power topologies in space (cf. Allen, 2009; Dean, 2010). 
Therefore, how do the presented knowledge networks with their various regimes 
of practice and rationalities interact? The problematization, based on the per-
ceived need for SFM, lays primarily within the forests themselves or certain for-
est conflicts in the past and present. While, initially, the relational reflexivity 
(Murdoch & Miele, 2004) of customers and consumers was (re-)produced by NGO 
market campaigns (e.g. Cashore et al., 2004; article I), the knowledge provided to 
feed the rationalities stemming from such a reflexivity are more heterogeneous, 
transnational and influenced by various regimes than might first seem the case. 
Furthermore, it must be noted that local or national forestry discourses (e.g. article 
V) in particular long pre-date regimes of practice based on market campaigns, 
while the latter are often influenced by the rationalities of the former. In respect 
to the debates on SFM, it can be said that business-related regimes, specifically 
the pragmatic approach (article IV) and the procurement debates to a certain 
degree, derive from or respond to these ‘older’ knowledge regimes. In a similar 
manner as the procurement debates, this accounts for further political programs 
utilizing forest certification as means of proof, for example, FLEGT (EC, 2012), or 
sustainability aspects of wooden biomass production for bioenergy (e.g. RED, 
2009; Kortelainen & Albrecht, 2013).
Within all these apparently specific knowledge networks, regimes of practice 
compete to establish their ‘truth’ claims as dominant, or so to speak naturalize 
them as a spatio-temporal fix (cf. Harvey, 1996; Murdoch, 2006). They draw on 
multiple nodes of knowledge (re-)production, which shape their rationalities, be 
it other SFM-related knowledge networks or only indirectly related aspects (e.g. 
left arrows of Fig. 3). Such responsiveness to other knowledge networks, their 
regimes of practice and rationalities, of involved entities highlights the insepa-
rability of these networks in terms of the (re-)production of transnational knowl-
edge and governance spaces per se, for instance, aspects of Finnish forestry (e.g. 
article V; see also Sarkki, 2011; Kortelainen & Albrecht, 2013). Opposing regimes 
of practice and their technologies (FSC, PEFC), based on a variety of scientifically 
based ‘truth’ claims, therefore promote their rationalities throughout the supply 
chain to satisfy the relational reflexivity (Murdoch & Miele, 2004) of business 
customers, political decision-makers and consumers. The central nodes within 
these core-periphery relations of transnational knowledge spaces are transna-
tional forestry industries and NGOs (e.g. articles I & IV). They have become a 
kind of mediators of SFM rationalities due to the detachment from most market 
actors in regard to forest resource areas (article V) and their role as information 
providers. A valuable example of this was the description concerning the sales 
office personnel of a large forestry company: “They hear the story from the for-
est end and they hear the customers. It’s actually them we rely on to pass on the 
messages” (Interview III). These regimes of practice promote their ‘truth’ claims 
not separately, but in relation to the claims of other regimes (e.g. Tynkkynen, 2010) 
and must therefore consider other rationalities such as varying consumer values 
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in different markets (article IV), political rationalities or national legislation (ar-
ticle III) or locally embedded regimes of practice by institutions, association or 
NGOs (articles II & V). Still, this is not a one-way street, finalized by the decision 
of market actors to agree on a pragmatic or critical approach (article IV), but also 
related to the implementation level, where rationalities of forestry practices are 
(re-)produced by further regimes of practice and again influence the ‘truth’ claims 
and rationalities by entities along the supply chains.
Thus, since rationalities guide the conduct of entities (Foucault, 1991c; Okereke 
et al., 2009), the various regimes of practice and affiliated knowledge networks 
which influence their (re)production influence governance and must be treated 
in a relational manner to understand its processes. Furthermore, in regard to the 
influence of knowledge networks and rationalities of transnational forest govern-
ance, exclusionary aspects must also be taken into account (Massey, 2005). The 
often-contested character of SFM technologies, such as PEFC or FSC, entails many 
attempts by their supporting regimes of practice to marginalize the ‘opponents’ by 
employing their ‘truth’ claims concerning SFM. This also takes place by utilizing 
certain relations stemming from the transnational character of the core-resource 
dislocation and varying the more localized peculiarities of the consumer or cus-
tomer realms. Therefore, aspects of positionality, described in detail in the next 
section, enable certain regimes to strongly dominate knowledge networks in spe-
cific realms. Examples are the green consumer market dominance of FSC through 
protest campaigns or the monopoly-structured pro-PEFC networks in Finland (e.g. 
articles I, IV, V). However, viewed from the transnational perspective, the hetero-
geneity of the space to govern in most cases provides a second point of entry for 
spatially marginalized knowledge. One example of this is the integration of PEFC 
into all currently existing EU member procurement legislation (article III) after 
many initial attempts to choose an FSC-only approach (cf. CPET, 2012). This exam-
ple demonstrates the capability of regimes excluded through publicly promoted 
knowledge networks such as market campaigns to integrate their rationalities and 
‘truth’ claims through different relations. Naturally, the same works in reverse, 
where FSC supporting regimes of practice can penetrate seemingly shielded spa-
tialities or localities with their rationalities and knowledge networks.
Based on the research articles, this section provided an extended discussion of 
the role of knowledge networks and governmental instruments on transnational 
forest governance. While approaching the issue from a more theoretical perspec-
tive, the empirical findings presented are described in greater detail in the articles 
themselves. Still, this section remains a partial demonstration of how knowledge 
networks, their regimes of practice and rationalities influence and play their role 
in transnational governance spaces. This partialness is a result of the important 
role of some aspects of positionality, as mentioned above, and will be discussed in 
the following section. Concentrating on aspects of positionality, I hope to resolve 
a number of open issues related to the influence of and processes of knowledge 
networks in governance spaces. The next section will delve deeper into aspects of 
spatialities, localities and highlight the emerging topologies at work.
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4.2 (re-)ProdUcing PoSitionAlitieS for 
governAnce: trAnSnAtionAlizAtion throUgh 
core-PeriPhery ASPectS And locAlly eMbedded 
relAtionS
Knowledge networks and the (re-)production of rationalities and ‘truth’ claims 
have been discussed as constituting a prominent part of relational governance 
processes. However, to approach the topic of environmental resource governance 
through a geographical lens, and to pay tribute to the framing concept of relation-
al space, we need to take a closer look at the spatialities at work. An integration of 
spatiality into knowledge-based accounts of environmental governance processes 
is, for instance, promoted by Luke (2009), who still fails in his account to avoid 
the ‘territorial trap’ (cf. Agnew, 1999) and to portray spatialities as heterogene-
ous, hybrid assemblages. Understanding the governance processes of knowledge 
networks, the circulation of knowledge and its consequent (re-)production (cf. 
Ash & Cohendet, 2005) not only requires the integration of local socio-economic 
aspects (e.g. Berndt & Boeckler, 2007; Hughes et al., 2008), but also the need to ac-
count for the relational heterogeneity of single territorial realms such as the local 
or national. Positionality, in the sense of Sheppard (2002), enables the integration 
of such heterogeneities (Leitner et al., 2008).
Aspects of positionality also enable an understanding of environmental re-
source governance processes, or in this case specifically environmental forest 
governance, which move beyond market-driven (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Haufler, 
2003) or commodity chain-based (e.g. Klooster, 2005, 2010; Hughes et al., 2008) ac-
counts. As previously mentioned, market-driven aspects of governance processes 
are strongly linked to protest campaigns and specific knowledge networks per-
formed within the green core markets, specifically from a European perspective. 
Such protest campaign-related knowledge networks, as much as the knowledge 
networks promoted by opposing regimes of practice, are strongly shaped by the 
positionality of entities. Thus, positionality performs as a key spatiality in gov-
ernance processes while its evaluation renders more structured forms such as 
non-state market-driven (Cashore, 2002), value/commodity chain (e.g. Gereffi et 
al., 2005; Gibon & Ponte, 2008; Hughes et al., 2008), or multi-level governance as too 
normative accounts. While this is highlighted throughout the theoretical founda-
tion of this study, the complexity and multiplicity of the relations mentioned and 
found in the empirical studies further stress this finding. Thus, in the following, 
aspects of positionality are discussed as (re-)producing the topologies of the en-
vironmental forest governance spaces under examination.
In respect to the underlying research questions of this study, above all, the 
influences of positionalities on the rationalities and knowledge networks of 
groups or individuals should be discussed. One of the most comprehensible 
influences of positionality is the access to knowledge itself. This can be a result 
of technical relations or the socio-spatial relations of the respective entity or 
individual. Technical aspects of positionality are, for example, varying access 
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to the internet, specific scientific or other publications such as NGO reports or 
local and international discourses on forestry, to name only a few. In addition, 
these are in turn affected by a large variety of socio-spatial relations including 
the location of protest campaigns, language skills to access various informa-
tion, commonality of the language spoken at the source of the forestry conflict/
resource area or the embeddedness of entities in specific regimes of practice, 
such as those presented above, which promote specific knowledge sources. 
Furthermore, rationalities are influenced by biophysical aspects of positionality 
such as the type of forest the entities are mainly involved with. For instance, the 
biophysical aspects of boreal forests in Finland have actors within them, (re-)
producing their rationalities largely in relation to those same Finnish forests, 
and show less concern for tropical forests or Central European broadleaf forests, 
among other things. The positionality of transnational forestry industries as 
well as NGOs, on the other hand, are mainly (re-)produced by the wider inclu-
sion of various biophysical forest-related aspects resulting from their relations 
with a variety of resource areas and peripheries. These relations influence not 
only the possibility of access to certain knowledge and information but also the 
concern or willingness of entities to include that knowledge and information 
into their rationalities about SFM.
Aside from their role of influencing access to knowledge, socio-spatial as-
pects of an entity’s positionality must be regarded as the main denominator (cf. 
Sheppard, 2002) of governance processes. This is, of course, in concert with cer-
tain biophysical and technical aspects, as described in the articles (e.g. articles II, 
IV, V). However, while biophysical and technical features such as fibre structure 
in relation to different wood products or transport distances are rather obvious 
and partially normative influences on forest governance (e.g. articles II & IV), I 
view the complex and heterogeneous aspects of relational space as largely in-
volved in its socio-spatial aspects of positionality. Thus, there will be a specific 
emphasis on it in this section. Following Leitner et al. (2008, 163), that position-
alities shape the perceptions of entities, thus their understanding of the world 
and consequently guide their conduct, the important role the positionalities of 
various entities play in transnational environmental forest governance should 
become obvious. Furthermore, market relations, or market-driven processes, 
must be understood under these premises as but one aspect of positionality and 
consequently forest governance. In the following I seek to clarify the role of po-
sitionality in (re)producing the relational space of environmental forest govern-
ance based on a variety of empirical examples drawn from the case studies. This 
will further merge aspects of positionalities mentioned in the single articles to 
portray a more encompassing picture. To provide a better understanding of these 
heterogeneous processes, similar to the previous section on knowledge networks, 
aspects of positionality will be indicated by a move from the markets towards the 
resource peripheries. This should also highlight the partially contested nature 
of core-periphery relations and further highlight the transnational character in 
terms of forest governance.
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Supply chain relations in regard to positionality are described in depth in arti-
cles II, IV and V and to some degree in respect to political organizations in article 
III. While these accounts seek to depict positionality from a certain case study 
perspective, for instance the German printing/publishing and retail companies, 
in the following I will present them in a broader manner with a stronger focus on 
specific relations, often falsely perceived as external to governance processes. To 
begin with, consumer markets, entities and individuals in these markets are tied 
to a multiple, heterogeneous set of relations as are their spaces (re)produced off 
(Massey, 2005). For the end-consumer, as well as for business customers, industri-
al producers or forestry professionals, positionality aspects related to knowledge 
and rationalities, as described above, apply. Yet, the integration of aspects of SFM 
or environmental protectionist perceptions into their rationalities is based in most 
cases on a positionality quite detached from the forests. Thus, putting value on 
SFM or a certification scheme has few impacts on their own being and livelihood. 
This is supported by the low actual end-consumer demand mentioned through-
out the research interviews, and the fact that even by putting value on SFM, the 
willingness to pay for it remains limited. Hence, while the initial rationalities to 
announce support for certification, in most cases FSC due to its NGO back up, 
is affected by the end-consumer’s positionality, such as education, profession, 
experience with local or foreign forestry (e.g. from holiday or tvdocumentaries/
reports) or political leanings (cf. article III), it has a rather limited effect in most 
cases on her or his own positionality. Thus, in many cases, the role of positional-
ity in respect to end-consumers remains important for governance processes as 
a postulate of thought as mentioned by Huxley (2007). In spite of this, as shown 
by the large array of non-state market-driven literature on forest certification and 
governance (cf. Cashore, 2002; Haufler, 2003; Cashore et al., 2004), these postulates 
of thought have an influence on governance processes. Still, since their positional-
ity and rationality is prone to change, it is critical to equate their influence with 
modes of ‘good governance’ (e.g. Cashore et al., 2004) but, on the other hand, it is 
important to integrate their positionalities and rationalities into an understand-
ing of the positionality and rationalities of the business sector.
A good example of such shifting rationalities due to the positionalities of enti-
ties are the forester and forest-owner protests in opposition to the German retail 
and DIY market chain of OBI in 2002 (Teggelbekkers, 2003, article IV). There, the 
effects of a FSC-only policy by OBI headquarters was contrasted with its effects on 
the positionality of the native forest sector with its strong relations to the position-
ality of local-end consumers, be it through local economic aspects or as a source of 
recreation. The planned exclusion of these forests due to their PEFC certification 
had OBI franchisees question their headquarters decision and resulted in a silent 
acceptance of German PEFC wood (Teggelbekkers, 2003); this was subsequently 
followed by retail companies throughout Germany and Europe (articles II & IV). 
In this protest campaign, forest owners managed to highlight the eventual direct 
influences on the positionalities of end-consumers from a locally embedded per-
spective and thus successfully contested OBI’s regime of practice based primarily 
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on the postulates of thoughts of a general, pro-FSC end-consumer, advertised by 
several NGOs. This example vividly demonstrates how aspects of positionality, 
thus social-spatial relations such as impact on local economy, employment or 
positive attitude towards place (e.g. the values people attribute to their forest), can 
contest the otherwise more public knowledge networks of market campaigns and 
NGO protest in spite of their assumed higher credibility in comparison to claims 
by economic actors, which include farmers or foresters (e.g. Dawkins, 2004). Thus, 
as indicated by Sheppard (2002, 318), the possibility of entities depend on their re-
lations in respect to others. This example also demonstrates how local and trans-
national processes interact. In this case the local forest-owner protests and the 
NGO pro-FSC agenda based largely on forestry shortcomings in distant resource 
peripheries interact and thereby (re-)produce hybrid governance spaces.
For entrepreneurial entities such as business customers of wood products, 
printing and publishing companies or paper, pulp and cardboard producers, the 
positionalities of and relation to end-consumers are an important influence which 
(re-)produces their positionalities. Nevertheless, this is also the case in respect to 
the positionalities and relations of entities within the resource areas as well as 
to supply chain external relations. The knowledge networks of articles II, III and 
IV are a vivid display of how positionalities influence governance processes by 
affecting the distribution of knowledge to shape rationalities and regimes of prac-
tice concerning SFM. The origin of the resource, the supply chain characteristics 
pre- and post-conversion as well as the local embeddedness of the production 
facilities in further socio-spatial relations shape the access to knowledge, its inte-
gration into varying rationalities and the support for certain regimes of practice 
(cf. articles II, III, IV). While aspects of these relations may adopt a naturalizing 
stance (e.g. Harvey, 1996; Murdoch, 2006), in the form of a spatio-temporal fix, 
these relations are continuously (re-)produced and prone to changes. Thus, the 
positionalities and rationalities of entities guiding the governance conduct of 
other entities are prone to change as well. Examples of this from the case stud-
ies include the shifting rationalities of the German paper industries from initial 
rejection of certification to support of PEFC and mutual recognition (article II), 
and the various shifts of business customer demands to the transnational forest 
companies, which consequently changed the positionalities and rationalities of 
those companies as well (article IV).
This consensual and contested character of governance spaces (cf. Murdoch, 
2006) must further integrate features not only external to SFM criteria, but also 
perceived as external to wood supply chains or wood product markets in general. 
Political agendas and leanings (e.g. article III), personal values based on individual 
rationalities, or bio-physical events such as cold winters and frozen harbours (e.g. 
article II) are but a few examples which affect positionalities and influence the 
(re-)production of rationalities. Specifically, individual rationalities and political 
agendas are influenced by numerous socio-spatial relations external to forestry or 
wood market economics based on the positionality of entities. This shows another 
interlinkage of the contested character of ‘truth’ claims and the entities’ positional-
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ity and resulting rationalities in terms of deciding in favour of one technology for 
SFM or another. Thus, for regimes of practice of environmental forest governance 
to be successful, their ‘truth’ claims and utilized technologies must be compatible 
with the positionality of the entities they seek to enrol. While positionalities in all 
their heterogeneity are challenging to fully integrate, the inability to achieve this, 
at least partially, into governance processes is prone to be contested in the realm 
of implementation or consumption. This view supports and enhances Murdoch’s 
(2004) findings that implementation of central policies, or in this case forest gov-
ernance processes, are influenced by localized rationalities.
Implementation in regard to environmental forest governance and SFM takes 
place in the forest resource areas and peripheries. Furthermore, market cam-
paigns are based on various evaluation results of forest management practices 
in the resource peripheries. Knowledge and ‘truth’ claims (re)produced by dif-
ferent regimes of practice are strongly related to the positionalities of the entities 
entailed in these regimes. This is extremely relevant in terms of the access to 
knowledge as described above and, specifically, the forestry industry in regard 
to their core-periphery relations such as their resource areas, target markets and 
supply chain characteristics (e.g. articles II & IV). While the resulting knowl-
edge networks and their regimes of practice promote their ’truth’ claims and 
technologies towards market actors, an understanding of relational governance 
spaces must include the positionality of the implementing entities in the forest. 
Integrating the positionalities of entities involved in core-periphery relations also 
provides further insight into how positionality influences forest governance and 
how shifting rationalities among these related entities are integrated by the vari-
ous regimes of practice.
The positionalities of organizations or individuals which implement forest 
practices are the key aspect in producing their knowledge networks, as indicated 
in detail in the previous section and in article V. Important relations which (re-)
produces these differing positionalities are private compared to corporate own-
ership structures. This difference alone entails a multiplicity of relations which 
influence the (re-)production of the positionalities in governance space. Not only 
are forest resources owned by companies more prone to public campaigning (ar-
ticle V), they also can in most cases draw on relations such as intensive planning 
methods and advanced technical processes in their management compared to 
most privately owned forests. While the latter aspects might appear at first sight 
negative towards their positionality in regard to SFM, it enables a faster integra-
tion of certification criteria, and thus adjustment to one or another regime of 
practice. For instance, in respect to company holdings it was stated that “…every 
corner of their lands are charted and they know where these key habitats are…” 
(Interview IV); thus, they must be considered as being in a favourable position-
ality to integrate certain criteria if those criteria suit their rationalities. Private 
holdings, for instance in Finland, currently lack most of the positionality aspects 
that could render them more receptive to the rationalities of the critical regimes 
of practice and protests in the core markets (cf. article V). 
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Positionalities of entities in forestry often appear to be rather naturalized spa-
tio-temporal fixes in a relational space; for instance, the attitudes of German forest 
owners in regard to their being the inventors of SFM (article III) or the role of clear-
cutting as forest management practice in Finnish forestry (article V). Still, in respect 
to hybrid governance processes other than spatialities, the temporality of such 
fixes in terms of the positionality of the entities must be considered. Illustrative of 
this in Finnish forestry are the changes from selective logging practices to clear-
cutting, which began in the 1950s (Siiskonen, 2007), and the current debate over 
altering the strongly regulated forest management system to integrate uneven-
aged forestry (article V). This constant (re)production and becoming of relational 
space (cf. Massey, 2005) is strongly guided by the shifting positionalities of the 
involved entities. Therefore, the positionalities of entities in the forest are not only 
(re-)produced by locally embedded relations but also in regard to their relation to 
the markets via transnational forestry companies and to a changing local as well as 
transnational societal space in general. Examples of this include the changing role 
of forestry in the economy of the state, region or individual forest owner, increas-
ing access to a wider array of information or a growing concern with environmen-
tal global degradation. While the same accounts for entities within the markets 
(e.g. consumers and business customers) and producers, the positionality of forest-
dwelling entities to accept certain technologies for SFM is more strongly related 
through practical experience and technicalities in terms of implementation than 
by sheer postulates of thought (e.g. Huxley, 2007), as is the case for most market 
entities. In contrast, the practical experiences and resulting regimes of practice are 
(re-)produced through relations of these entities to specific spatio-temporal fixes in 
terms of forestry and forest management; An example of this is the monopolistic 
structure of Finnish private forest management by forest centres and their recent 
reliance on clear-cutting (article V). Most of the previous examples indicate the 
importance of knowledge networks as an aspect (re)producing positionalities and 
thereby shaping the conduct of entities in governance processes.
The relational processes which are found in positionality and governance 
processes dissolve traditional notions of scale as utilized in many accounts of 
governance and lead, in regard to the core-periphery relations surrounding the 
topic, to the re-scaling of governance processes mentioned by Bulkeley (2005). 
Thus, how do such processes (re-)produce these governance spaces and enable a 
re-scaling of core-periphery relations?
4.2.1 re-scaling governance: positionalities of core-periphery relations
One aim of this study and its relational approach is to overcome the more struc-
tured and fixed-scale notions of governance such as top-down, bottom-up, 
multilevel or market-driven governance (e.g. Cashore, 2002; Bache & Flinders, 
2004; Paterson et al., 2003). This is done by demonstrating the becoming and (re-)
production of governance spaces as a relational, transnational process not by 
separate scales or levels but through hybrid assemblage (cf. Bulkeley, 2005). The 
positionalities of entities, due to their heterogeneous character, equal to processes 
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(re-)producing space itself (cf. Sheppard, 2002; Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 2006), are 
therefore a key aspect in unfolding relational space per se. Regimes of practice, 
their rationalities and knowledge networks are one main aspect of these posi-
tionalities, as has been shown above. Relational governance spaces, in this case, 
aspects of environmental forest governance by means of certification, undergo a 
constant re-scaling process based on the varying positionalities of the involved 
entities. Such involvement is not restricted to entities within the supply or com-
modity chains of wood products, organizations or institutions related to forestry 
but include a far broader array of relations which (re-)produce the positionalities 
of these entities. Thus, before drawing conclusions based on this study and its 
affiliated cases, I would like to briefly illustrate this re-scaling of governance 
processes in terms of the core-periphery relations of environmental forest gov-
ernance. In this way I further aim to highlight the transnational character of 
governance processes which I might not have been able to fully crystalize in the 
case studies (articles I-V).
For purposes of simplification I will utilize a rather simple example of a supply 
chain consisting of resource periphery (forest entities) – forest industry – busi-
ness customer – consumer derived from the empirical data of the case studies. 
Obviously, external actors in supply chains such a NGOs and political institu-
tions are integrated. Similar examples are found in articles II and IV. Most enti-
ties in these spheres can be attributed to a certain scale or a level in terms of 
their situatedness or direct activities such as local, transnational or even global. 
Nevertheless, while such a more or less fixed scalar thinking might represent 
the ideas of the organizations themselves about their responsibilities, it fails to 
explain relational governance processes. Thus, it fails to integrate the interlinked 
(re)production of positionalities leading to the re-scaling of governance processes, 
as described by Bulkeley (2005). Similar to the relational knowledge networks 
discussed above and exemplified in Figure 3, the positionalities of entities in for-
est governance are (re)produced. 
With the two certification systems as technologies of governance, supported 
by their respective regimes of practice, the positionalities involved in a simple 
sales talk between a transnational forestry company and a business customer 
provide a suitable way of illustrating and evaluating these above-mentioned as-
pects. On the one hand is the positionality of a business customer, linked mainly 
to a certain consumer market and concerned with its own specific wood-based 
products such as packaging cardboard, glossy magazine papers or sawn wood 
and, on the other, the transnational forestry industry company providing the 
basic material it has either purchased from various forest owners or sourced from 
its own forests. Such sales talks are an important aspect of environmental gov-
ernance through forest certification since demands are voiced, negotiations on 
alternatives take place and decisions on accepting and demanding one or the 
other certification system are made (e.g. article IV). Thus, through the decisions 
one or the other regime of practice and its technologies is supported, which in-
fluences forest governance. Consequently, owing to the multiplicity of position-
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alities involved even a single sales talk cannot be framed as a process deriving 
from or taking place on different fixed scales, but as part of a relational, hybrid 
(re-)production of governance space. Re-scaling in this respect appears more as 
a vertical though heterogeneous and fluid process than that commonly used to 
refer to horizontal levels.
The main aspects of the positionalities of business customers are (re-)produced 
through the direct relations with their markets and consumer demands. Quality, 
sustainability or content are but some of these demands, which in turn are (re-)
produced through the relations of the entities in these realms (e.g. article II). For 
German market entities these include the high visibility of NGO campaigns backed 
by a comparatively strong green political agenda, as well as a well-perceived, tradi-
tional forest sector with considerably high international environmental standards 
supported by more conservative political powers (e.g. article II & III). Compared 
to entities in other countries or areas, these relations, thus the positionalities of 
business customers, for instance in the UK or the Netherlands, differ. To name 
only one main difference, both countries lack their own strong forest sector and 
rely heavily on wood imports, with the Netherlands, due to its role as a trade and 
transit nation, specifically tied to tropical wood. Yet the positionalities of the enti-
ties in the core markets are (re-)produced neither independently nor uniformly 
in relation to their territorial scale. NGO protests, hence customer rationalities 
which are influenced by these campaigns, are framed by events in different forest 
peripheries. Thus, they integrate the rationalities, although often one-sided and 
partial (e.g. Sarkki, 2011; article V), and peculiarities of these peripheries into their 
positionality. Furthermore, different sectors and even single entities within a mar-
ket have differing positionalities (article II). The comparison of retail companies 
and magazine publishers/printers in article II is a good example of this. Therefore, 
the various aspects of their products are an important influence on their relations 
with customers and towards the certification debate itself. While a specific content 
ties consumers to a certain magazine, its environmental properties are perceived 
to be less important than competitive aspects when compared to other magazines. 
In contrast, in respect to garden furniture or sawn wood, a wider choice, provided 
by several companies exists and thus the critical approach through FSC is deemed 
an additional quality. These positionalities are further influenced by the source of 
origin and the rationalities on this realm in the home market. For instance, aside 
from rather similar management practices, in terms of wood products Sweden and 
Finland are promoted rather differently from the German, NGO-led debate about 
boreal forestry. To return to the business customers in regard to sales talks, their 
positionalities as illustrated above, also shape the integration and utilization of 
various knowledge networks. Accesses to certain sustainable forestry/product da-
tabases, buyer organizations such as GFTN or reliance on knowledge from trans-
national forestry companies, are relations which (re-)produce their rationalities 
and thus guide their conduct and influence forest governance processes.
A case similar to that of the business customer exists for the other party in-
volved in such a sales talk, the transnational forestry company; it is embedded in 
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multiple, heterogeneous relations which (re)produce its positionalities. In most 
cases, these companies must be concerned with entities in several core and pe-
ripheral locations, and with their positionalities. Thus, while the market can be 
integrated in terms of the positionality of the opponents in the sales talks, the 
positionalities of various entities in the forest peripheries, be it forest owners, 
institutions or contractors, must be integrated by the forestry companies. For 
instance, the transnational companies should maintain good relations with their 
local suppliers as well as with the political sphere (national politics) in their re-
source areas. Again, it is likely that the positionalities of forest entities are only 
partially or unilaterally considered, which is among the reasons for conflicts and 
NGO campaigns in the first place.
When addressing demands of business customers the positionalities of the 
transnational forestry companies shift as they encounter the positionalities of a 
business partner, which most probably differ from those of a previous partner. 
This may even be the case with sequential communication with the same business 
customer, due to the constant (re-)production of space (Massey, 2005; Murdoch, 
2006) taking place in general under the changing positionalities of both sides. This 
can be a result of changing positionalities in the peripheries; an example of this 
could be the final acceptance of the Finnish FSC standard or the political debate 
on even versus uneven aged forest management; or to changing positionalities in 
the core, such as new protest campaigns or changed procurement regulations. In 
all respects, due to the relational character of space, a change of positionality, even 
though it might be linked to a certain realm or a perceived fixed scale, (re-)pro-
duces the positionalities of other involved entities, mostly their rationalities and 
their conduct. Thus, a re-scaling of governance processes takes place not merely as 
an exception but more as a normal, constant process which shapes the becoming of 
a relational space of environmental forest governance. As part of the transnational 
relations of wood trade and supply such re-scaling appears more as a vertical 
process since these hybrid governance assemblages are (re-)produced throughout 
the core-periphery relations of knowledge production, distribution and decision-
making. Thus, fixed or single scale thinking hinders the comprehension of corep-
eriphery processes in respect to how the positionalities of entities influence ration-
alities and how knowledge networks, regimes of practice and technologies of SFM 
are utilized and (re-)produce governance processes and their spaces.
The last section of this dissertation will draw conclusions in two parts on 
the aspects discussed above and present the findings of this research. The first 
conclusion is linked to the empirical findings of the various case studies; that is 
to say the governance processes of forest certification as a technology for SFM 
through a relational lens. Second, the implications of these case studies to develop 
and put forth a theoretical understanding of a relational space in environmental 
(forest) governance as proposed by this dissertation will be presented. Together, 
these aspects further support the possibilities of the theoretical generalization of 
this study and its methodological framework as applicable to the study of other 
realms of natural resource governance such as mining, fisheries or agriculture.
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5 Conclusion
I have decided to limit this concluding section to the most general findings, since 
many thoughts have already been presented throughout the articles and in the 
previous section. Throughout the study the forest certification systems have been 
presented as an important part of environmental forest governance. At the same 
time, the study has highlighted the fact that forest governance systems such as 
certification, should neither be regarded as a separate mode of governance nor 
as simplified accounts such as non-state market-driven forest governance, when 
approached by a relational perspective. While these are only the most obvious 
conclusions of this study, the last pages will illustrate the role of certification as 
a tool for environmental governance and the theoretical approach to relational 
space of environmental forest governance.
5.1 foreSt certificAtion And environMentAl 
governAnce
Forest certification systems promote themselves and are promoted by their sup-
porting entities to provide a rather unified means for SFM. While these claims 
are frequently voiced through a global or at least transnational perspective, it has 
become obvious throughout the case studies that when looking at localized cases 
these unified claims are blurred by local peculiarities and the varying positional-
ity of entities. Still, along with the forest certification system a multiplicity of re-
gimes of practices emerge which call for the domination of their technology, be it 
FSC or PEFC, as the naturalized mode of SFM. Forest certification labels are mar-
ket instruments which seek to simplify the inspection of sustainable products. 
This aspect is one of the critical aspects in relation to forest governance in general. 
Since market actors are mainly confronted with these unified, global SFM claims, 
this market/consumer-driven aspect, which is important to the forest certification 
systems, ignores the producers’ positionalities that are mostly located in the forest 
peripheries. Some supporters of one certification system might stress the varying 
implementation of the opposing system just to highlight the common approach 
of theirs. While this provides relatively clear lines of debate in the markets, this 
approach represents neither forest management nor forest governance.
The question then arises as to what part forest certification can play in the 
game of environmental forest governance spaces in addition to setting global cri-
teria and standards to be implemented in various modes and precision depending 
on the positionalities of their entities. Therefore, it becomes obvious throughout 
the different cases (articles II-V) that in terms of environmental forest governance 
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the issue is not so much about better or worse forest management through certi-
fication but the sufficiency of a system to provide SFM, based on the rationalities 
of the entities involved or their deemed importance. This perceived sufficiency 
of one or the other system to provide SFM must fit the market positionalities 
and rationalities of the entities largely as a postulate of thought (e.g. Huxley, 
2007), while in the resource peripheries, or forests in general, it must suit the 
rationalities and positionalities of the involved entities more in terms of practical 
aspects of forestry. It therefore requires a relational reflexivity not merely from 
the perspective of consumers or business customers (e.g. Murdoch & Miele, 2004) 
but from the rationalities of the entities of multiple sites within a transnational 
governance space. However, it remains important to stress that even though a 
technology fits most, or the majority, of the involved entities’ rationalities, this 
should not necessary be equated with good governance. 
The forest is an important entity in the relational space of forest governance, 
as can be seen from numerous accounts, statistics or forestry reports and their 
disputed findings; it remains relatively difficult for human entities to integrate 
the good governance of the forests’ rationalities and conceptualize what is good 
SFM and what not, aside from their own positionality. Moreover, the forest and its 
modes of SFM under discourse are always a partially, socially constructed entity 
with definitions of SFM as heterogeneous as the rationalities and positionalities 
they derive from. Consequently, whether a certification system is perceived as 
a valuable technology for SFM depends largely on the current rationalities and 
resulting definition of SFM for the dominant regime of practice. While some of 
these rationalities on the provision of SFM by certification systems stem from 
direct forest practices, statistics or ecological surveys, themselves socially con-
structed, the findings of the study demonstrated the strength of the effects of 
relations external to these forest-related aspects in the decision-making of entities 
and their conduct. This also supports the transnational character highlighted by 
this study as forest governance cannot be understood by focusing separately on 
the market, resource or supply chain. Hence, studies on governance must evalu-
ate the heterogeneous relations which also span and (re-)produce their spaces in 
terms of the integration of less obvious realms of influence. To my understanding 
such aspects reduce the possibility of ‘globalized’ certification systems to credibly 
provide a commonly improved forestry. Sadly, this seems to be the case with most 
transnational attempts in forestry or natural resource governance.
To avoid being called a hypocrite due to the statements I have made above, 
certification has been found to play an important role in environmental forest gov-
ernance. This not so much due to its disputed on-ground effects, but the relational 
networks of knowledge (re-)production and distribution which surround their dis-
course. Similar to the shift from mute to reflective power (Tynkkynen, 2010), these 
discourses strongly (re-)produce the relations between core and periphery and inte-
grate environmental aspects of forestry into day-to-day wood-based product trad-
ing and governance. Yet, compared to other accounts of forest certification (Cashore 
et al., 2004; Meidinger, 2011), the findings of this study cast doubts on claims that 
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certification promotes a democratization of forest governance processes. This is 
aside from the transnational and largely open space of forest governance itself, 
due to the fact that both certification systems, through their internal structures, 
marginalize certain entities (articles II-V), especially in their struggle for hegemony 
as technology for SFM. There is, however, another, more positive side to the coin, 
which is based exactly on that openness presented throughout the study.
The wood-based product trade and, subsequently, forest governance is a trans-
national process. In addition to the positionalities of the national chapters of the 
certification systems, the certification systems as private entities involve relations 
which enable them to respond in a more flexible way than international politics 
to pressing issues of environmental governance. By (re-)producing new relations 
and internationally linked regimes of practice in the governance space under ex-
amination they are able to influence the direction of wider governance processes 
and also become part of the political process (e.g. article III). Nevertheless, the 
success of a single certification system in terms of gaining acceptance or mere sur-
vival has been found to be based not only on aspects such as consumer demand, 
strict criteria or industry support, but on how the rationalities of their regimes of 
practice suit the positionalities and rationalities of the affected entities and vice 
versa. The case studies affiliated with this research provide numerous examples 
of this. Furthermore, the localized empirical evidence of the case studies tied 
to the relational framework stress the transnationality of these processes. This 
occurs not as an overarching concept or on a scalar level as global-governance, 
but from the perspective that local peculiarities and relations must be integrated 
through their transnational context and positionality. This accounts for the certi-
fication schemes as well as for governance processes in general.
All processes of governance, such as the workings of forest certification sys-
tems, are (re-)produced by their spatialities and resulting rationalities. Therefore, 
the study indicates that a narrow focus on criteria, standards or biased consumer 
polls is critical to evaluate how forest certification systems interact and function in 
a transnational governance space. As mentioned by Lefebvre (in: Luke, 2009, 32), en-
vironmental governance loses sight of ‘the lived’ in many green statist cases. This is 
also the case in many accounts of certification and environmental forest governance, 
an aspect I hope to have remedied to some degree with this account, specifically 
throughout the case studies (articles I-V). This maybe not occur by means of straight-
forward discourse analyses characterised by an abundance of ‘live’ quotations from 
the interviewees (e.g. Tynkkynen, 2010), but by pointing out and visualizing the 
fluid and relational (re-)production of the positionalities of groups, organizations 
or individuals based on their own and the ‘others’ accounts. Thus, the ‘lived’, the 
relational aspects which (re-)produce the constant becoming of governance spaces 
(Massey, 2005), have been highlighted by means of forest certification as they are at 
the heart of hybrid environmental forest governance processes. The last part of this 
dissertation concludes with a final theorization of the main concept of this study: 
the relational space of environmental forest governance and its possibilities for generali-
zation and value as a methodological approach to study governance.
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5.2 relAtionAl SPAceS of environMentAl, (foreSt) 
governAnce
The concepts of relational space in general and their links to aspects of govern-
mentality as utilized by this study have been described in detail in chapter 3 
and by the theoretical sections of the various articles. Furthermore, the empirical 
aspects I consider illustrative of such a relational space are depicted in the case 
studies (articles I-V) and to some degree in the summary part of this disserta-
tion. Therefore, the remaining few paragraphs focus on the theoretical implica-
tion of my conception of relational spaces of environmental forest governance for 
studies on environmental governance in general and, for instance, governance 
concerned with natural resources. Above all, environmental forest governance 
as a relational space, thus the processes which manage, negotiate and integrate 
environmental aspects into forestry and its related trade flows, should not be mis-
understood to provide normative results on the outcomes of forest governance or 
management. By rejecting the study of governance processes along certain fixed 
spatial axes, such as top-down, multi-level or supply chain, it proves a valuable 
tool in providing research on complex transnational governance processes. The 
relational, spatial perspective, with its focus on knowledge (re-)production and 
distribution by a changing, heterogeneous set of entities to achieve certain ends, 
enables this approach to reach beyond the mere surface of governance processes 
(e.g. Murdoch, 2006). 
All entities involved in one way or another with (forest) governance (re-)pro-
duce their rationalities based on their positionalities, thus due to their relations 
with other entities, be they human or non-human. While rationalities guide the 
conduct of entities (e.g. Gordon, 1991; Foucault, 2007; Dean 2010), hence (re-)pro-
duce governance spaces, the study of such relations enables the understanding of 
the governance processes at hand. The conceptualization of the relational space 
of environmental forest governance provides a framework to delve into these 
transnational relations, including more or less any actor or relation deemed ap-
propriate. However, what is deemed appropriate for integration is largely based 
on which relations are regarded as playing a role by the entities themselves 
throughout their gathered perceptions and rationalities. This is the case not solely 
in regard to the direct topic under evaluation (e.g. sustainable forestry) or the en-
tities belonging to perceived institutional or non-institutional power structures 
(e.g. NGOs, Politics, companies), but it enables the integration of relations which 
are deemed external from the perspective of most accounts of environmental or 
forest governance.
The perceived external relations, specifically in terms of the positionality of 
the entities, also have an important stake in respect to the problematizations of 
entities related to governance and SFM. While Vallance (2007) rightfully points 
out, for instance, that supply chain governance knowledge must be compatible 
with the knowledge of the market actors, thus their rationalities and resulting 
problematizations, the same must contrasting be recognized in terms of actors 
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in the peripheries or elsewhere if conflicts are to be avoided (article IV). These 
often forgotten (cf. Hayter et al., 2003), yet tremendously important heterogeneous 
core-periphery relations of transnational governance processes are major aspects 
which affect the (re-)production of governance spaces. The underlying problema-
tizations must therefore be regarded from a transnational multiplicity to grasp 
governance as a relational space. Therefore they cannot be separated or treated 
singularly, for instance, as generalized market perceptions of bad forest practices 
in some resource periphery.
If governance is regarded as a relational space, as conceptualized by this 
study, it enables the researcher to access the heterogeneous character of knowl-
edge production and distribution. This does not merely derive from a specific 
scale, but is integrated into the multiplicity of regimes of practice with their inter-
acting knowledge networks which span the core-periphery relations and in this 
case (re-)produce the ‘truth’ claims on certification and SFM. Consequently, these 
various regimes, through their knowledge production, maintenance and distribu-
tion, contribute to the re-scaling of governance assemblages of the core-periphery 
relations and their involved entities. The dislocation of most market entities from 
the resource peripheries further illustrates the necessity of evaluating such vary-
ing rationalities and their relations in order to gain a broader understanding of 
the governance processes. In terms of environmental forest governance the cur-
rent discourse between the critical and the pragmatic regimes of practice can 
thus be regarded as a re-scaling of governance into more vertical, yet strongly 
heterogeneous, assemblages of knowledge networks and technologies. The term 
vertical here stands not for a hierarchical concept, but for the transnational char-
acter of core-periphery relations which is omnipresent, even though in a partially 
unconscious way (e.g. article V), in the debate on environmental forest govern-
ance. Additionally, this re-scaling process, as indicated by the discourse between 
respective regimes above must be noted in its (re-)produced multiplicity and not 
to create singular new fixed scales. Thus, even though such re-scaling processes 
might aim to institutionalize governance assemblages from the perspective of 
their regimes of practice (Bulkeley, 2005), the findings of this study indicate that 
due to the open character of the governance space under examination, such at-
tempts are unlikely to be achieved in a transnational space. As presented by the 
example of the sales talk, this constant re-scaling of environmental governance 
spaces based on shifting rationalities and positionalities must be integrated into 
hybrid accounts of environmental governance. The relational perspective there-
fore allows a more profound understanding of which relations have contributed 
to the development of various problematizations and the resulting support for 
certain governmental technologies. While this accounts for governmental tech-
nologies of forest governance, it does so in other realms of governance.
As should have become obvious throughout this summary and the affiliated 
articles, relations provide this approach with its cutting edge to evaluate hybrid 
governance spaces. The sheer depth of what relations can include provides such 
analyses with a vast array of possibilities concerning which processes can and 
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should be implement. In addition, the temporality of relations and the treatment of 
events and regimes merely as spatio-temporal fixes represent governance spaces 
for what they are - a constant act of becoming (cf. Massey, 2005). Thus, the various 
relations presented in this research, be they sales talks, procurement legislations, 
values of place/forestry or biophysical events in their various spatio-temporal set-
tings, are constantly re-scaling the modes of environmental (forest) governance 
and have been presented in a novel way to understand and specifically evaluate 
hybrid governance spaces. Massey (2005) points out the challenging, yet reward-
ing character of relationality and in this study I have sought to highlight the great 
strength which relational approaches possess specifically for the evaluation of 
natural resource governance. While the concept of relational space of governance 
sometimes appears to lose itself in details, I allow myself to draw on a common 
figure of speech: ‘the devil is in the details’. Thus, as presented throughout the 
case studies, the smallest details may also matter and can influence governance 
spaces and their processes while reliance solely on organizational or institutional 
forms of environmental governance remains prone to simplification and often 
naive generalization.
Finally, in regard to power topologies, in terms of whose or what positionality 
allows an entity or regime of practice to drive governance processes in a certain 
direction, the concept provides a rather clear focal point. The (re-)production of 
a spatio-temporal fix perceived as natural, for instance, by means of establishing 
one’s governmental technology as a widely accepted tool for SFM and to cater to 
a transnational accepted problematization, provides the means for the regimes 
of practice in these relational governance spaces to steer governance. However, 
the ability to (re-)produce such a quasi-naturalized spatio-temporal fix, whether 
in environmental forest governance or governance of another realm, remains re-
lated to the positionalities of the entities involved, demonstrated by the contested 
and consensual discourses surrounding various spatio-temporal fixes and ‘truth’ 
claims. Hence, as positionalities are parts of open, relational spaces of govern-
ance, the constant becoming of these spaces simultaneously (re-)produces the 
entities’ positionalities, rationalities and thus the conduct of actors and regimes 
of practice alike. Hence, to study environmental or other modes of governance 
based on a conceptualization such as the relational space of environmental forest 
governance enables us to demonstrate such power-generating topologies as well 
as processes of marginalization. Following Allen (2009), this enables us to un-
derstand why some governance arrangements are able to guide processes while 
others fail to do so.
Finally, while this approach is less applicable to generate estimates about the 
outcomes of governance processes, or in terms of good environmental govern-
ance, the actual sustainability or suitability of the employed technologies, it pro-
vides an understanding and helps to unfold how governance processes and their 
hybrid assemblages become (re-)produced in a relational space and is therefore 
able to generate alternatives for development. Additionally, governance in a re-
lational space as regarded in this study always functions, since it is a continuous 
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process despite its outcomes, conflicts or perceived bad/good results. I therefore 
regard a conceptual framework of relational spaces of (environmental) govern-
ance as a valuable and novel tool to unfold processes of hybrid governance and 
provide a broader understanding on how environmental aspects are negotiated 
and integrated into a formerly purely economic environment. While in this study 
this framework has been utilized primarily for environmental forest governance, 
its relational characteristics enable it to be employed for the evaluation of numer-
ous spaces of natural resource governance.
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